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THE 


PREFACE. 


Te idea of this work was firh fuggefted by a.letter which 
appeared, under Dr Prieftley’s fignature, in one of the 
Losdon prints, about four years ago. The defizn of this 
letter was to ftate that, although fome years had elapfed 
ince the publication of Ins Av/cory of Lary Opinions coi- 
ceraing Fefus Chrif, no anfwer had been given toit; and 
that, 1f the fame filence fhould be obferved during a cer- 
tain time which he is pleafed to limit, he would coniider 
it as an acknowledgment, on the part of the whole Chri- 
{tian world, that it was unan{werable. 


F or a contiderable time, I helitated, expe¢tinethat fome 
more able combatant would enter the lifts againff this literary 
giant, who has defied toe armies of the living God. But a full 
convi{iion that I have truth on my fide, emboldened me to 
engage in this work; and, notwiilfianding various ditccu- 
racements, to proceed init. The fatal influence o: the So- 
cintan {fcheme, in throwing open the fluices to Infideitty, 
and in hurrying forward thofe whom this torrent has al- 
ready {wept away; the fafcinating power which it inva- 
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niably difcovers, in bereaving its votaries of all that diftin- 
guithes Chriftianity but the name; their uiwearied afli- 
duity in extending the delufion; with its rapid progrefs | 
in this age; undoubtedly lay the ftrongeft oblizations on 
every one who really believes the gofpel, to exert him- 
felf to the ntmolt, according to his place or ability, for the 
prefervation and defence of the truth as tt zs in Fefus. 


It {eems to be the plan cf modern Socinians, to carry the 
controverly as much as posible out of the boundaries of Re- 
velation. The voluminous and inaccurate works of the 
Fathers afford them a more ample field for mitreprefenta- 
tion, for cavilling, or at lealt fo: conjecture. Therefore, as 
far as the nature of the work would admit, I have endea- 
voured to réftore the controverly to its proper limits. With 
this view, I have not only conlidered the principal ‘argu- 
ments from {cripture contained in the Hiftory, but occa- 
fionally introduced others which Dr P. has publithed di- 
ftinctly ; efpecially as he refers to thefe for further iu- 
{tration. | 


Confidering the many able replies that have been for- 
merly made to writers of the fame clafs, to fome this work 
may appear fuperduous. But error, although {til fubftan- 
tially the fame, aflumes a diveriuty of forms in diferent pe- 
rods? This has been remarkably the cafe with refpect to 
the Socinian herefy. Thofe whe now appear as its friends 
deny the force of the reafoning of many former writers, be- 
caufe they have renounced the grounds on which that rea- 
foning proceeded. In the laft century, they acknowledged 
that the Logos was a perion, and affirmed that this perfon 
was the mere man Jefus Chrift. They now maintain that 
the fame Logos is merely an attribute of God. Then they 
worlhipped the Son. Now they refufe that he is entitled 
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to religious worfhip of any kind. In lieu of their former 
interpretations of i{cripture, they have devifed a great ma. 
ny new ones; which, although equally weak, and in ma. 
ny in{tances more ridiculous, are ftll calculated to en{nare 


the ignorant, and the unwary. 


Some may imagine that ıt was quite unneceflary to en. 
ter into the controverfy, as far as it ref{pects the Fathers ; 
becaufe the decifion of the general queftion cannot depend 
upon their doctrine. Iam as fully fatisfied as they can be, 
that the word of God 1s the only teft of divine truth, and 
that any human authority, as far as ıt oppoles this, 1s of 
no weight. Although the majority of Chiifitan writers, 
in the age immediately fuccecding that of the Apoitles, 
had held a dottrine directly contrary to the obvious mean. 
ang of fcripture, they would not have merited our regard. 
For if the {criptures were written for the ufe of mankind in 
all ages, and were therefore to be interpreted according to 
the pian fenfe of language; we, hamaniy tpeaking, mutt 
be as capable of underitanding them in all things neceliarily 
connected with faivation, as thofe who lived in that early 
age, or even as thoie to whom they were immediately di- 


rected. 


However, when our opponents appeal to the Fathers, ıt 
is of importance to fhew that they appeal in vain. For it 
cannot be denied that, did the current of antiquity in this 
refpect feem to oppote the Trinitarian doftrine, wich many 
it would be a powerful argument aganit it. But it being 
once ettabliihed that this is the doctrine of {cripture, accord- 
ing to its Obvious meaning ; when it is alfo proved that the’ 
church from the beginning has adhered to it, although this 
circumitance can add nothing to the authority of the doc- 


trine itfelt, it 1s 1s very confirming to the mind in a fubordt1- 
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nate relpect; fliews that the caufe of our opponents is inde- 
ferfible on every quarter; tends to filence their vain boaft- 
ines; may have weight with thofe who will not attend to 
anv other kind of argument ; and illuitrates the unity of the 
church, in her fucceflive generations, with refpect to a doc- 
trine which conflitutes the very bafis of revelation, deeply 
alfeéts almoft every -article of her faith, and immediately 
characterizes the whole of her worihip. 


But in the prefent inftance, the Fathers have been ap- 
pealed to, not properly with refpećt to opinions, but with 
refpect to facts; not as themfelves interpreting the fenfe of 
{cripture, but as declaring the fenfe in which it was inter- 
preted by others. From their tefttmony Dr Prieftley has 
attempted to prove that all the Hebrew Chriflicns were E- 
bionites, or what he calls Unitarians, end that the majority 
even of Gentile Chriftians, in the firlt ages, were of the 
fame opinion. Were it pofhble to prove on!y the firft of 
thefe pofitions, I do not fay that we ought to renounce the 
doctrine of the Trinity, but that we ought to rencunce Chri- 
ftianity entirely. For it would follow that, in the New 
Teltament, the faith and practice of the primitive church 
are cxhibticd as directiy the reverfe of what thev really 
were. But a proof of this kind is in faét impofftble. For 
did the Fathers aflert fuch things, there would be an evı- 
dent necefiity fer rejecting their teilimony as falfe or adul- 
terated. For they fubie&@ it to the authority of icripture : 
and the f{criptural narrative of facts, as far as it extends, 1s 
fully as intelligible as theirs. But although their tefirmony 
could not invalidate that of revelation, they may be {u- 
{tained as competent witnetles of the ftate of faéts in their 
own times; when there is no certain evidence that they 
were themfelves mifled, or that they were difpofed ta 
miflcad others. 


It 
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It has been my wifh, as far as poffible, to avoid going 
over the fame ground with thofe learned gentlemen who 
have animadverted on the M/ftory of the Corruptions of 
Chriftianity. But this could not be entirely avoided, with- 
out an abfolute difregard to connexion. The fubftance of 
the arguments contained in that work, is republifhed in the 
Hiftory of Early Opinions. But it is fo interfperfed with 
a variety ot new evidence, that the one could not well be 
feparated from the other. Befides, as the HAz/lory of Opi- 
nions did not, make its appearance till the controverfy with 
re{pect to the former work was terminated, or nearly fo, 
Dr P. has exhibited many of lis old arguments in a new 
form; meaning, doubtlefs, that this laft {tatement fhould be 
confidered as the refult of all the inveftigation on both fides 
of the queftion. Iam far from flattering myfelf, that any 
thing I can fay will have more weight with Azm, than what 
has been advanced by preceding writers. But perhaps, it 
may appear to others, that :fome additional light has been 
thrown even on thofe points which have been already de- 
bated. As no reply has profefiedly been made to what the 
Dottor calis his Zarge work, an ample field has hitherto re- 


mained unoccupied. 


That able and elegant writer Mr Whitaker, in his Orzgzz 
of Ariani/m difclofed, has chiefly directed his attention to 


the faith of the ancient Jews. This work was tran{cribed 
for the prefs, before I knew that he had wrote on the fub- 
ject. I was apprehenfve that what he had publifhed might 


have fuperfeded the necedlity of any thing further with re- 
{pect to the Jewifh creed. But he has taken a general view 


of the fubject ; whereas I have confidered it particularly, 
in relation to the objections made by Dr P. Thus, even 
where there is fome coincidence in the ‘reafoning, it affumes 
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a very different form. There are allo feveral points in 


which we materially differ. 


This work has {welled fo much beyond what was origl- 
nally defened, that it has been neceflary to overlook va- 
ricu» rticles of am»ortance which have received a place in 
the 7!:fiory of Early Opinions. I particularly regret that 
I could not enter on the confideration of what is advanced 
on the dectrine of the Miraculous Conception. But if this 
attempt meet with a favourable reception frotn the public, 
that may be the fubject of a future difcuffion. 


It would be prefumption to imagine, that there are no 
miultakes in a work of fuch extent and variety. But I am 
conicious that I have in no inftance wilfully mifreprefented 
the meaning of ovr medern hiftorisn, cr milinterpreted the 
language of any ancient writer quoted on the fubject. Nor 
have I followed the crdinary plan of Socinians, in difre- 
garding what may be reckoned the flrongeft arguments on 
the oppofite fide; but have endeavoured, on the contrary, 
to cive every one its full force. 


Ia the courfe of this work, thoe whom our author ac. 
knowledges as brethren are often defigned by that name 
which they have aflumed. They, indced, cell themfelves 
Unitar ians, 3 pretendiny that they alone hold the divine 
unity. JL reed net fay that, in this fenfe, every Lrinitarian 
mult deny their title to the name; as being fully convin. 
ced thet thofe only who believe in three Perfons hold the 
fertptural dorre of œc God. But as this work contains 
fo many quotations, m Which the name occurs in the fenfe 
Impofed by Socinians; I could not, without confuficn or 
frequent ircu mlocution, avoid the ufe of it in this fenfe. 
Therefore, it is ufed merely as a gencral diftinétive appel. 
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lation claimed by the party, without the moft diftant idea 
of acknowledging the juftnefs of the claim. 


Always, when it has been attainable, I have confulted the 
original writers referred to, unwilling to take the quo- 
tations of cthers upon truit. | 


Ít 1s not one of the leaft difadvantages to which this work 
is fubjected, that ıt makes its appearance at a time when 
the public attention feems to be confined to the ma- 
nagement of the kingdoms of this world. But there are 
ftill many, it is to be hoped, who have their eye principally 
directed to that kingdom wårch cannot be moved. Others 
may look on, as nowife interefted in the iffue of this con- 
troverfy ; or may confider it as of no moment, compared 
with that which engrofies their attention. But they will 
contemplate all the /bakings of nations, in their certain fub- 
ferviency to the moie eminent coming of the Défire of all 
nations. As the defence of dis eflential rights has been my 
- great defign in this work, I am not afhamed to avow that I 

humbly commend it to his all-pewertul protection. 
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BOOK 1s: 


THE DOCTRINE OF THE ANCIENT JEWS CONCERNING 
THE MESSIAH. 


C H A P. I 


Of Dr Prieftley’s Hypothefis on this Subjet ; and of Philo’s 
Doé?rine concerning the Logos. 


T is of confiderable importance, with-refpect’to the de- 
I cifion of this controverfy, to know what was the faith 
of the Church before the coming of the Saviour. Dr Prieft- 
ley, inthe firft form which he gave his work, introduced 
the prophets as his witneffes. ‘‘ The Jews,” he fays, “ were 
« taught by their prophets to expect a Meffiah, who was to 
‘© be defcended from the tribe of Judah ;—but none of their 
‘© prophets gave them an idea of any othenthan a man like 
« themfelves, in that illuftrious charaéter, and no other 
t did they ever expect, or do they expect to this day *.” 

VoL. I. A l | The 


* Hitt. of Corruptions, vol. i. p. 1, 


2 Of Dr Priefiley’s Hypothe/fis concerning Book I: 
The learned Gentleman was himfelf fo fully fatisfied of 


the truth of thefe aflertions, that, important as they are 
in their connexion, he does not feem to have thought ıt 
necefflary to add a fhadow of proof. He makes bare afler- 
tion the very bafis of his fabric, asif he meant fairly to 
fhew the world what they were to expect from the whole. 

However, in the enlarged form in which the fame work 
makes its fecond appearance,. the author defcends a little 
from this dogmatical elevation, and deigns to favour the 
reader with fome kind of evidence. But it ts partial and 


inconclufive. He endeavours to prove that the Jews, with- 
out exception, at the time of our Saviour’s appearance, ex- 
pected no other than a human Mefliah; and that they had 
no higher expectations in any fucceeding period. But he 
offers -no proof of his affertion with refpeét to the do&trine — 
of the prophets. Indeed, 1f the determination of this dif. | 
pute were left to the prophets alone, and if their téftimony 
met with the fame juftice, in interpretation, that 1s ordina- 
rily allowed to human writings, the difpute would foon be 
at anend. It would appear, that, 1f there be any mean- 
ing in language, if the prophetical writings were not de- 
figned as an impofition on the. common fenfe of mankind, 
all the prophets, who particularly wrote of the Mefhiah, 
give the moft diftinct idea of a divine Perfon. But as Dr 
P. leaves his affertion with refpe& to them without fup- 
port, it 1s unneceffary to confider it particularly. He 
wifhes to take a lefs tedious and difficult plan, than that of 
exploring the depths of prophecy. If he can firft eftablifh 
it as fact, that the Jews expected merely a human Mefliah,. 
it will, in his account, be a fufficient prefumption with re- 
{pect to the truth delivered to them in Scripture. 

That the generality of the Jews, at the time of our 
Saviour’s appearance, had very confufed ideas of the 


character of Mefliah, few, perhaps, will be difpofed to 


doubt. But it may afterwards appear that they entertain- 
ed 


Chap. I. the Fewrfh Doctrine, Pe. 3 


ed apprehenfions of his character, not eafily reconcileable 
with the idea of his being a mere man. 
According to Dr P., ‘* Our Saviour could not pofflibly 


“ have puzzled the Jewifh Doctors as he did, by atking 
‘them how David could call the Mefhah his Lord, when 


“he was his Son, or defcendant, on any other principle. 
“ For if they had themfelves been fully perfuaded that 


“ the Meffiah, though defcended from David, was the Ma- 


“ ker and God of David, a fatisfactory anfwer to his que- 
“« ftion was very obvious.” But how could that be a /atz/- 
fallory anfwer in the mouth of a Jew, which is foolifhnefs 
when uttered by a Chriftian? For once, it would feem, the 
diftinction of natures in the perfonof the Meffiah may be 
admitted, as a fatisfactory folutton of the difficulty arifing 
from the apparent oppofition of the characters afcribed to 
him. But, kind reader, you muft not prelume to plead this 

as aprecedent. It is only meant to ferve a prefent purpofe. 
However, asthe Jewish Doétors did not give this /aczs/ac- 
tory anfwer, itis fair to conclude that they were greatly 
at a lofs for one that was fo. But they could not pofidly 
have been puzxled, had they not been confcious that the 
words of David implied an acknowledgment of dignity, 
and therefore of defcent, more than human. Or, fhall we 
rather fuppofe that thefe Jewifh Doctors were not fo well 
acquainted with Hebrew idioms and ideas as thofe of our 
time? A fattfaciory anfwer would have been very obvious 
to the mereft novice in Socinianiim. Without any hefita- 
tion he would have told Jefus, that ıt was no wife repug- 
nant to their traditionary and eftabhfhed, nay, to their 
{criptural ideas of Jehovah, to believe that a mere man 
fhould fit on his right hand, as fharing in his power and 
glory. But, furely, a good caufe never had more wretch- 
ed advocates. For xo man was able to anfwer him a word. 
Mere daftards mutt they all have been. For zeither durft 
La 2 any 


4 Of Dr Prieftley’s Hypothefis concerning Book $. 


any man from that day forth afk him any more queftions, 
Matth.xxu. 46. | 
But if Jefus had no fonfhip fuperior to that by his defcent 
from David, it will be difficult to vindicate his conduét on. 
this occafion. For if Chrift was only to be the fon of David, 
the Pharifees declared the whole truth in anfwer to our 
Saviour’s queftion, What think ye of Chrift, whofe fon is 
he? The queftion was reftricted to his Soz/bip. They 
could not, with propriety, take greater latitude in their 
anfwer. They fay unto him, The Son of David. Itis al- 
lowed that this to a Jew, was a character of the fame 
meaning with that of Meffiah. Now, as they anfwered 
difcreetly, ıf they told the whole truth concerning the 
Sonthip, what good end could it ferve for our Saviour to 
puzzle them? Did it become the great Prophet, when 
men had juft and diftin& ideas of truth, to excite doubts 
in their minds, and to expofe them to the danger of Scep- 
ticifm? Undoubtedly, if there was any propriety in the 
objection made by Jefus, he wifhed them to believe, that 
the character given him by the fpirit of prophecy neceffari- 
ly implied a fuperior filiation. He might juftly leave them 
in their perplexity, becaufe they ought to have known his 
character from their own fcriptures; and becaufe he knew 


that they wilfully and obftinately refifted the light which 


thefe afforded. 
According to our author, ‘ Facundus very properly 


“ fays, that Martha and Mary would never have faid to 
“ Chrift, If thou badji been here, had they thought him 
‘to be God omniprefent *.” Butif Jefus be not God 
omniprefent, he could never have properly faid to Martha, 


Lam the refurreffion, and the life, John xi. 21.25. It 
fees abundantly evident, that even the difciples had very 


_confufed. 


L 
x Ibid. p. 35. 


Chap. I. the Yewifh Do€trine, Sc. 5 


confufed notions with 1efpect to the character of Jefus, be- 
fore the effufion of the Hoiy Ghoft, who was to teach them 
all things. But it is unfair to judge of the fixed principles 
of the dilciples, from the occafional workings of unbelief ; 
e{pecially when their minds were in great perturbation, or 
under peculiar temptation. It is clear, that our Lord had 
reproved Martha as indulging this fin; “ Said I not unto 
“6 thee that ef thou wouldeft believe,” Sc. ver. 40. Whence 
proceeded his tears and groanings in fpirit, but from the 
grief of his holy human foul on account of the power of 
this iniquity, as difplayed in the condudt, not of the 
other Jews only, but of Martha and Mary? But even 
while their unbelief appears in their virtually afcri- 
bing the death of Lazarus to the abience of Jefus, they in 
the very fame words difcover a conviction of his being 
pofiefled of power more than human. They declare their 
perfuafion of hisfovereign authority over death. But the 
fentiments of the Jews concerning the Methah, efpecially 
as illuftrated by the gofpel-hiftory, fhall be moie particu- 
larly confidered afterwards. 

Our author alfo argues from the interpretations given 
by their later writers of thofe paflages of the Old Tefta- 
ment, which have been fuppofed by Chriftians to contain 
the doctrine of a Trinity, or of a plurality in the divine 
eflence. - When mentioning that paflage, Gen. 1. 26. Let 
us make man, he acknowleges that it has received a variety 
of interpretations *. “It has been underftood as fignifying 
that God fpoke to all fecond caufes, or to “ intelligences 
“ only, or to the elements, or to fouls ;” or that he ufed the 
ftyle of a king; or that he excited or commanded himfelf. 
This variety of ridiculous interpretations fhews how much 
the Jews are at a lofs. The moft general opinion, that he 
fpoke to angels, though defigned to exclude a plurality of 

A 3 pefons, 


# Vol, iu. p. 26, 27. 
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perfons, if it has any meaning, neceflarily fuppofes a plu- 


rality of gods. 
{peak in this ftyle to his inferiors. 


For God cannot reafonably be fuppofed to 
Nothing can be more 


evident, than that the Jewilh writers themfelves.are con- 
{cious that their interpretations of this paflage, and of 
others of the fame kind, are far from being fatisfactory. 
They even acknowledge, that they draw a veil over their 


true meaning. Maimonides explains the plural language 
afcribed to God in fcripture, as referring to his boufe of 


quagment. 


that is, to angels *. But even after he has gi- 


ven this view of it, he fays ; * All things which are men- 


ce 
éé 
é¢ 
$6 


c6 


A 
wr 


place. 


tioned in the hiftory of the creation, are not to be under- 
{ftood according to the letter, as the vulgar imagine. 
For otherwife our wife men would not have command- 
ed the concealment of thefe things, nor would they have 
exercifed fuch care in hiding «nd involving them in pa- 
rables. Nor wonld they have even fo ftudioufly pro- 
hibited the mention of fuch things in the prefence of 
the ignorant rabble. For the literal fenfes of thefe. 
things cither beget wicked thoughts, imaginations and 
opinions concerning the-nature of God, or certainly 
fubvert the foundations of the law, and _ introduce 
fome herefy—Whoever has any {kill in thefe fubjeéts, 
ought to be on his guard that he do not divulge them, 
as we have many times given warning 1n our commen- 
tary on the MMi/chna. Hence, alfo our Rabbies plainly, 
fay, that zż zs for the glory of God to conceal thefe things 
that are written from the beginning of the book to thts 
But they have faid this after what 1s written con- 
Hence, the truth 
But becaufle he 
who has acquired any perfection 1s bound to communi- 
cate it to othérs,—-1t will unavoidably follow, that thofe 
“whe 


cerning the works of the fixth day. 
of what we have obferved is evident. 


* More Nevochim, Par. 2, cap. 6. 
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who have apprehended any of thefe fecrets, whether’ by 
their. own diligence, or by the help of a mafter, will at 
times utter a few of them. But this muft not be done 
openly and plainly, but under cover, and only by figns 
and fymbols, fuch as are to be found {cattered, and blend- 
ed with other things, in the fayings of our more cele- 
brated and excellent Rabbies. Therefore I alfo, as you 
may obferve, in thefe myfteries only mention one word 
or expreffion, as. the hinge of the whole. But I leave 
the reft to others, to whom it is to be left *.” 

What reafon can the learned Jews have for fpeaking of 


fecrets and myfteries; for commanding the concealment of 
thefe frorn the common people, the ule of parables, of Jingle 
words, or parafes, blended with extraneous matter; and for 


A 4 giving 


* Non omnia fecundum literam intelligenda et accipienda efle, que 


dicuntur in opere Bere/chith feu creationis, ficut vulgus hominuni exifti- 
mat. Nam alias non præcepiffent fapientes illa occultari, neque tanta 
cura in eis abfcondendis et parabọlis involvendis ufi fuiffent, neque etiam 
tam ftudiofé prohibuiffent, ne de iis fermo fieret coram imperita plebe. 
Senfus enim illorum litterales vel gignunt pravas cogitationes, imagina- 
tiones et opiniones de natura Dei Opt. Max., vel certe fundamenta legis 
evertunt, harefimque al.quam introducunt.—-Quicumque vero aliquam 
in illis fcientiam habet, cavere debet, ne illa divulget, ficuti fepids mo- 
nuimus in Commentario noftro in Mifchnam. Hince claris verbis dicunt 
quoque Rabbini noftri; 4 principio libri ufque hie gloria Domini ef 
celare verbum : dixerunt autem hoc poft ea, quæ ícıipta funt de operibus 
fexti diei, ex quo patet veiitas illius quod nos diximus. Quia verò is, 
qui perfectionem aliguam nactus eft, tenetur et obligatur illam aliis quo- 
gue infundere et communicare,—-ideo fieri non poteit, quin illi, qui ali- 
quid ex fecretis itis, five proprio Marte et induftria, five ope preceptoris 
alicujus, apprehenderunt, nonnunquam pauca quædam dicant. Verdim 
non aperté et claré hoc faciendum eft, fed tetè, et non nifi per figna et 
indicia, qualia fparfim, et aliis rebus permixta in verbis celebriorum ac 
preftantiorum Rabbinorum noftrorum inveniuntur. Ideoque et ego, ut 
obfervabis, in iftis myfteriis fæpè unius alicujus verbi vel dicti folum 
mentionem facio, quod cardo quafi eft totius rei; cætcra vero illis relin- 
guo, quibus relinquenda funt. Ibid. Par. 2. cap. 29. D. 273, 274. 
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giving frequent warnings to this purpofe; 1f they really be- 
lieve the interpretations which they give openly ? `When 
this intelligent writer fays, that the literal fenfe of the 
{criptural language concerning ‘creation introduces bere/y, 
he undoubtedly refers to-the. fupport that it gives to the 
Chriftian dottrine, which they diftinguifh by this name; 
and efpecially ta that of the Trinity. For when the Rab- 
‘bies, according to his acknowledgment, .particularly apply 
the faying quoted from them to what 1s written concerning 
the works of the /xth day, they plainly intimate, that the 
great my/tery, with re{pect to creation, lies in the -language 
afcribed to God in the creation of man. When Maimonides 
{peaks of a few fecrets being unavoidably uttered at times, 1s 
it not implied that many more are intentionally concealed ? 
What truft can any man of fenfe repofe in fuch interpre- 
ters, as to their faithfully declaring the hereditary dottrine of 
their nation ? In a word, is it not evident that the diference 
between Jews and Socinians 1s confiderably wider than the 
latter pretend? For the very ufe of the term my/lery, in 
relation to thefe words, Let us make man, muft be exceed- 
ingly ungrateful to a Socinian ear. 

R. Huna is introduced in a Jewilh work, as faying, that 
1f this kind of language had not been written, it would 
not have been lawful to fay, The Elohim bath created, 
To *, | 

On this fubjeét Dr P. alfo calls in the affiltance of the 
Chriftian fathers +. They may, indeed, be fuftained as 
giving a juft enough account of what they knew. Their 
teftimony is alfo of weight as to the ftate of the Jewith 


creed in their own times. But they were not fufficiently 
acquainted 


* Dixit R. Huna in nomine Bar Cappara, nif hujufmodi fermo fcriptus 
ellet, non fuiffet licitum dicere, Di? creavit celum, &c. Martini Pugio 
Fidei, p. 388. 

{ Ear. Op. vol. 111. p. 8. 
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acquainted with the writings of the ancient Jews, to be ad- 
mitted as witnefles. It would appear, however, that in 
fome inftances:.when they only {poke of the Jews in our 
Saviour’s time, or in their own, our author has underftood 
them as exprefling the faith of that people in every age. 
But I {hall not lofe time on this point, as the affertions of 
the fathers cannot bring conviétion in oppofition to other 
evidence. Some of them might infer from what they 
knew of the Jews in their own times, that their anceftors 
held the fame fentiments. This feems, indeed, to be our 
author’s plan of reafoning. But it is inconclufive. For 
with equal propriety may we infer from their later inter- 
pretations of prophecy, either that Chriftians have errone- 
oufly believed in a fuffering Mefliah, or that the Old Tefta- 
. ment exhibits two perfons under this character, the one as a 
fufferer, and the other as a conqueror. Juftin Martyr not 
only fhews that the ancient believers of the Jewifh church 
confidered the Word as a diftin&t and divine Perfon * ; but 
{peaks in fuch a manner to Trypho, of fome of the Rab- 
bies in his own age, that we cannot under{tand his words in 
any other fenfe than as expreffing their perfuafion, that the 
Meffiah was to be divine. “ But 1f we produce to them,” 
he fays, “ thefe fcriptures that I have formerly rehearfed 
“to you, which exprefsly fhew that the Meffiah is both 
« fubject to fuffering and the adorable God, they are under 
“aneceflity of acknowledging that thefe refpeét Chrift; 
« but they dare to aflert, that this (Jefus) is not the Chrift. 
‘¢ But that he fhall come, and fuffer, and reign, and be the 
« adorable God, they confefs; which is truly ridiculous 
és and fooliulh, as I fhall in like manner fhew fT.” 


The 
* Dial. p. 355. 
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The doctrine of the ancient Jews with refpett to the 
Godhead, and the Meffiah, if not referred to the teftimony 
of the prophets, may be known from the writings of 
Philo, and from their Paraphrafes. Some of the latter are 
fuppofed to have been written before the birth of Chrift. 
Philo flourifhed, according to our author’s own chronolégy, 
forty years after this æra. We fhall confider his teftimony 
firt, not only as this is the order obferved by Dr P. in his 
fecond work; but as his conceflions, with refpect to Philo, 
may tend to illuttrate the weaknefs of his reafoning againtt 
the dotirine of the Paraphratts. 

Our author, in the Hiftory of Corruptions, acknow- 
ledges, that Philo “‘ went before the Chriftians in the per- 
“ fonification of the Logos, vol. 1. p. 36.’ But he does not 
fay whether this was a real, or only an allegorical per- 
fonification,. He indeed feems to admit that it was real, 
as it 1s added; “ For he calls this divine Word a fecond 
“ God.” ' Perhaps, this proof might be preferred, as ap- 
parently infinuating that Philo had no idea of unity. of ef- 
fence. | 

Dr P’s words, in their connexion, difcovér an inclination 
to deprive the friends of the doctrine of the Trinity, of any 
advantage from the teftimony of Philo: ‘“ For he calls. 
‘6 this divine Word a /econd God, and fometimes attribute; 
“the creation of the world to this fecond God, thinking 
“it below the majefty of the great God himfelf. He alfo 
& fays, that he is neither unbegotten, like God, nor be- 
“ gotten as we are, but the middle between the two 
“extremes.” But fuppofing all this to be as our author 
fays, what can it avail him? In the words quoted, the pre- 

exiftence 


racers Xpisov pev erpnrbas avaynalouevose cuvribevras, Turov dt an tivat — 
zov Xpisov, TOAMOTI Atyev——ereurze Bas de xat crxbav, xai Bacirtvoat, 
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epoiws amodect@. Dial. p. 294. 
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exiftence of the Logos 1s evidently affumed as a firft princi. 
ple; whereas Dr P. hath to prove that all the ancient Jews 
expected that their Meflah fhould be “no other than a 
“man like themfelves.” But from the writings of Soci- 
nians, we have had occafion to obferve that, in order to a- 
void a confeffion of the fupreme deity of Chnift, they will 
fubmit to any opinion concerning him, however abfurd and 
contrary to their own fyftem. They will rather join 
their forces with the Arians, however bitter their con- 
tentions at times, than fall under him, by confefling that 
bis throne is for ever and ever. Like the harlot, the falfe 


mother, they will prefer a divifion of the child to an ac- 
knowledgment of the true parent. 


But it is at leaft queflionable, if Philo meant as the Doc- 


tor interprets. According to him, “ he attributes the 
“ creation.of the world to this fecond God, thznking it be- 
t low the majefty of the great God himfelf *.” Here we 


have an inftance of the great freedom which the Doctor 
ufes with the words of others. Hath Philo himfelf faid, 


that he thought it ‘ below the majefty of the great God 


“ to create this world?’ If fo, how does he exprefs him- 
{elf ? 


In a paflage preferved by Eufebius f, he calls the Lo- 
gos a fecond God. But, as it appears that the ancient Jews 
underítood the word Elohim as iometimes denoting perfons, 
for which reafon, it is thought, they have rendered the 
plural noun by the fingular ©zoç, in the Septuagint; it has 


been inferred that Philo, when he called the Logos a /econd 
God, only meant the fecond perfon. It cannot be refufed, 
indeed, that in a variety of paflages he {peaks of the Logos 


as inferior to Hım who zs. But when this kind of language 
occurs, 


* Hift. Cor. vol. 1. p. 30. 
t} Praepar. Evangel. lib. 7. c. 13. Bedford’s Serm. p. 12, 
t Ibid. | 
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occurs, it may be difficult to prove, that Philo does not 
view. the Logos in a delegated character, entirely different 


from what belongs to him effentially. For he undoubtedly 
confiders him as both the Son of God, and the Mediator 
between God and man. Although this- manner of ex- 


preflion fhould be joined with what refpects his effence, it 

“may eafily be accounted for from the writer’s viewing the 
_ fame perfon in two lights fo very different.’ Even in the 
facred records, we find the language of fupremacy, and of ` 
fubjection, that which is peculiar to God, and that which 
belongs to man, mof intimately connected in the defcrip- 
tion of him whofe name is Wonderful. 

As a proof of this inferiority attributed by Philo to the 
Logos, Dr P. quotes that paflage in which he is defcribed 
“ as the middle between the two extremes.” But had he 
done Philo the juftice to have quoted his words more fully, 
ıt would have appeared that he was a {pecial refpect to 
the Logos in his mediatory character. ‘ The Father of 
* all things,” he fays, ‘‘ has beftowed this moft admirable 
& gift upon this Prince of Angels, his moft ancient Logos, 
“ that. he fhould {tand as a mediator to judge between the 
“ creature and the Creator. He therefore intercedes with 
“ him who 1s immortal, in behalf of mortals. And on the 
“ other hand, he acts the part of an ambaflador, being fent 
“from the fupreme King to his fubjects. And this gift 
“he fo willingly accepts, as to glory init, faying, And | 
“ have {tood between God and you, being neither unbe- 
& sotten as God, nor begotten as mortals, but one in the 
“ middle between two extremes, acting the part of an 
 hoftage with both; with the Creator, as a pledge that he 
“ will never be provoked to deftroy, or defert the world, 
“fo as to fuffer it to run from order into confufion ; and 
“ with creatures, to give them this certain hope, that God, 
“ being reconciled, will never ceafe to take care of his own 

“ workmanfhip. 
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s workmanfhip. For I proclaim peace to the creation 
‘from that God who removes war, and introduces and 
* preferves peace for ever *.” 

Thus his words, when fairly exhibited, appear in a 
very different point of view. When he calls the Father 
the fupreme King. he evidently {peaks of the Logos in a de- 
legated and affumed character Shall we therefore con- 
clude, that he denied his proper deity? With equal pro- 
priety may it be inferred, that all who acknowledge Chrift 
as Mediator, deny that he 1s God. The moft accurate 
human writer may eafily be reprefented as a heretic, by 
culling out a few words without any regard to the con- 
nexion, or to the general fpirit of his work. 

But although it fhould be fuppofed that Philo confidered 
the Logos as in fome refpect inferior to the Father; nay, 
although this could be proved; it would be no fufficient 
evidence that the Jews did not believe the exiftence of a 
plurality of perfons in one nature. For it is well known, 
that many who have been zealous for the dottrine of a 
Trinity in unity, have had their minds fo ftrangely warped 
with refpect to this great myftery, as to {peak of the fub- 
ordination of the Son even as God, of the derivation of 
deity from the Father, &c. Underftanding the language 
of Philo with the greateft feverity, 1t cannot be fuppofed 

that 
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Tu xabwipesy Wortuus EYVOROTOS Elpnynpuraxos wes Oey. Quis rerum divi- 
garum heres fit, p. 397. 
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that he went any further. For he declares the eternity of 
the Logos in fuch terms as to oppofe him to all creatures. 
“ Mofes,” he fays, “ has not likened the rational foul to 
“ any of the things which are created, but has proriounced 
“it to be the image of that which is divine and invifible ; 
“ reckoning it proper that it fhould be confubftantiated 
“ and conformed to the feal of God, the character of which 
“is his eternal Word.—Therefore it is faid that man is 
* made after the image of God, but not after the image of 
“ any creature *.’’. 

He afferts the neceflary exiftence of the fame divine 
Perfon. Addreffing himfelf to others, while {peaking of 
the Logos, he fays: ‘“ You profefs to have the fame Father; 
* not mortal, but immortal, the man of God. who being the 
‘© Word of the Eternal, is himfelf -alfo neceflarily immor- 
“tal +.” He evidently afcribes the fame eternal and necef- 
fary exiftence to the Logos, as to the Father. He declares 
the abfolute perfection and all-fufhiciency of his glorious fub- 
ject. “ Unity,” he fays, ‘‘ can admit, neither of addition, nor 
“ of fubtraction, being the image of God, who alone is 
 all-fufhcient. For other things are by nature vain, and if 
“there is any folidity in them, it is conftricted by the 
“ Word of God. For this is, a bond or glue, compachng 


“ every eflence. But he, who connects and conjoiis all 
S “ things, 
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UNV KAT Esnova Tivo, Tov yeyovoray. De Plantatione Noe, p. 169. 
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“ things, 1s perfe&tly his own completion, and needs no 
‘¢ other *.” 

If Philo did not mean to declare that the Logos was of 
the Jame effence with the Father, what fenfe can we impofe 
on the following aflertions? ‘ The Logos ts fimilar to no 
“ fenfible objeĉt ; but he is the image of God, the moft an- 
“ cient of all intelligible things, the neareft to him who is 
“ eftablifhed in truth, there being no line of difference +.” 
« For his Logos is not made by ftriking of the air (allu- 
‘ding to the word of man); it is free of all mixture, in- 
s corporeal, naked, and differing in no refpect from unity t.” 

He evidently maintains the do¢trine of a Trinity. For 
he fays, “ He who is, is on each fide attended by his 
 neareft powers, of which the one is creative, and the 
other ingly. The creative is God, by which he found. 
“ ed and adorned the univerfe. The kingly is Lord. It 
‘ys fit that the creature fhould be governed by his Maker. 
“ Therefore he who is ın the middle, being thus attended 

“ by 
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“ by both his powers, exhibits to the difcerning mind forne- 

“ times the appearance of ove, and fometimes of three *2? 
But with refpect to creation, the fentiments of Philo af- 
fume a different afpect in our author’s fecond work. In 
the firft, he has told us that Philo ‘* attributes the creation 
“ of the world.to the fecond God, thinking it below’ the 
“ majelty of the great God himfelf.” But in the fecond, 
we are informed that ‘ Philo was fo much a Jew that he 
“« afcribed proper creation to God the Father only, and the 
“ forming of created matter to the Logos +.” This is a 
ftrange reverfe of matters, indeed! But the learned gentle- 
man muft meet with a little indulgence. For here, in the 
creation of his own fancy, he gives form to what had been 
formerly left in the ftate of chaos. So little did he under- 
ftand his author, that he muftook the inftrument for the 
proper agent, and confidered that as a proof of inferiority, 

which is now found to be a ftanding mark of fupremacy. 
But it is merely doing juftice to Philo, to. inquire if, in 
the place referred to, there is any evidence of his denying 
proper creation to the Logos. According to Dr P. he exs 
prefles himfelf in this manner. ‘* He being produced, 1m1- 
‘tating his Father, and regarding his patterns, reduced 
“ things into form t.” But what our author renders pro- 
duced, ought to be begotten. The literal meaning of the 
paflage is, “ He, being begotten,” or, ‘* He, whois the be- 
‘‘ gotten, imitating the ways of his Father, and obferving 
“ his 
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*¢ his archetypal patterns, produces forms *.” Dr P.’s tran- 
flation, in confequence of the word aoxetuma being over- 
looked, would naturally lead the reader to fuppofe that 
the patterns meant by Philo were fenfible, that they were 
fome external works of the Father. Our author could not 
‘be a ftranger to the fenfe in which the Jew ufes the term 
archetypal, For he has quoted different paflages in which 
it occurs, as exprefsly fignifying what is merely intellec- 
tual, in contradiftinction*to objects of fenfe. Thus he in- 
troduces Philo as faying, that “ the intelligible and incor- 
“& poreal world is the archetype of that which is vifible, con- 
s fifting of invifible ideas, as this does of vifible bodies +.” 
The ancient writer fuppofes thefe archetypal patterns to 
be in the Logos himfelf, as he is the image of the Father f. 
Ed evidently fignifies fenfible forms or vifible objeéts, as. 
oppoled to patterns merely ideal. Thus, the whole work 
of creation 1s afcribed immediately to the Logos. 

Dr P’s tranflation makes the language felf-contradic- 
tory. For if Philo had meant that the Word merely re- 


duced the works of his Father zzto form, ıt would never 
have been faid that he ‘“ imitated his ways.” Had this 
been the cafe, thefe works mutt {till have been in an undi- 
gefted ftate. How could he “ obferve the patterns” of 
the Father, when all things are fuppofed to have been 
without form and void 2 

Did it feem neceflary, I might mention a great variety 
of pafiages, which clearly prove that Philo afcribes the 
whole of creation to the Logos. But ıt may fuffice to re- 
fer toa former quotation, in which this matter 1s fet in 
the clearet light. There he afferts that ‘the creative 


“ power is God, by which he, who is, founded and adorned 


‘© the univerfe.’’ 
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C H A P. II. 


That Philo did not borrow from Plato, in perfonifying the 
Logos ; and that Plato was not the Inventor of this Doc- 


trine. 


“ [2 UT what avails,” may it be faid, “ the teftimony of 
i Philo, as it is known that he was tin¢tured with Pla- 
“tonic philofophy:’’ Indeed, this is the fum of Dr P’s 
objeftion. “It has been obferved that after the-tranfla- 
“tion of the Old Teftament into Greek,—in confequénce 
“ of which the Jewith religion became better known to 
“ the Greeks, and efpecially to the philofophers of Alexan- 
“ dria, the more learned of the Jews had recourfe to an 
“allegorical method of interpreting what they found to be 

Nate objected to in their lacred writings, and by this 
< means pretended to find in the books of Motes, and the 
si 5 Boab all the great principles of the Greek philofo- 
“ phy, and efpeciaily that of Plato which at that time was 
“ moft in vogue. In this method of interpreting Scripture, 
“ Philo, a learned Jew of Alexandria, far excelled all who 
“ had gone before him *.” 

This objection hath been formerly made, and hath been 
fully anfwered by different writers, particularly by the 
learned Bp Kidder+. But itis common with the difci- 
ples of Socinus to reply to the anfwers given to their ob- 
yections, merely by bring: ng them forth anew, with as 
much form and im portance, as 11 they had never made their 
appearance before. But till they {hew the infufficiency of 
an{wers already given, little more is requifite than, after 
their own example, although with far more propriety, to. 
give the fubftance pf what hath been advanced by former 


writers. According to an ordinary rule, 4ffrmant: incum- 
BE 
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bit probatio. But there is not a fhadow of evidence offered 
in fupport of this mighty objection. Can one proof be 
brought from Philo, that he really borrowed the doétrine of 
a. Trinity, or of the Logos, from Plato? On the contrary, 
does he not all along fupport thefe doctrines by teftimonies 
from the Law and the Prophets? He produces no expref- 
fions from Plato, in fupport of this article of his creed. He 
would very naturally have adopted this plan in order to 
{hew the conformity of the one to the other, had he fo ear- 
neftly wifhed to affimilate the fcriptural to the Platonic doc- 
trine. To fuppofe that one author hath borrowed from 
another, merely becaufe of fome general conformity of doc- 
trine, or fimilarity of particular modes of expreffion, efpe- 
cially when he exprefsly calls in a third, and owns this as 
his authority, is unfair; and to affert it, 1s to beg what 
Ought to be proved. 

This exception to the teftimony of Philo would be more 
plaufible, were he the only Jewifh writer who had ufed fuch 
expreflions. “But it: will appear, not only that the Para- 
phrafts uled the fame language, but that they hadthe fame 
fentiments with Philo. Dr P. indeed, overthrows this ob- 
jection by his own conceflion. He acknowledges that 
Philo ‘f made a much more fubftantial perfonification of 
“the divine Logos than any of the proper Platonifts had 


“done *.” Now, as we know the firm perfuafion of the 


Jews concerning the unity of God, although we fhould fup- 
pole one of that nation tinctured with eathent/h ideas; his 
motive for carrying them farther than heathens themfelves 1s 


abfolutely inconceivable, Certainly, it is moft natural to 
think, that he would not have gone the fame lengths with 


tQem, unlefs he had been fully convinced that the avowed 


principles of his nation allowed him to carry thefe ideas 
as far as he hath actually done. 
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The objection, indeed, feems to fall by its own weight. 
It has great appearance of felf-contradi¢tion. For it is af- 
ferted, * that the Jews had recourfe to an allegorical method 
“ of interpreting what they found to be moft objected to in 
“their facred writings.” But from the connection, it cer- 
tainly muft be inferred that ‘‘ what was moft objected to’’ 
was that which they, in the event, interpreted allegorically, 
and what, ccording to this method of interpretation, 
contained “all the great principles of the Greek philofo- 
“ phy, and efpecially that of Plato.”. But will our author 
pleafe to thew, how that could be moft objeéted to, which 
might be interpreted as having the greateft afhnity to the | 
Philofophy which was moft in’vogue? Did the Platonifts 
mifunderftand the Scriptures fo far, as efpecially to object 
to thofe patflages which, when explained by a Jew, ap- 
proached moft nearly to their own fyitem? This favours 
very much of myftery. The learned Gentleman muft cer- 
tainiy find 4 more fatisfying reafon for the recourfe which 
the Jews are faid to have had “ to an allegorical method of 
7 interpreting.” But the faétis; he wifhes that interpre- 
tation to be confidered as allegorical which is ftri&tly lite- 
yal; and is, therefore, under a neceflty of framing a reafon 
for the pretended change. Any one who takes the moft 
funerficial view of the writings of Philo mutt obferve, that 
he not only allegorizes, but that he often obfcures a fubject, 
abundantly clear of itfelf, by the intemperate ufe of allego- 
ry. He frequently indulges this humour in the defcripti- 
ons which he gives of the Logos. but we are not thence to 
conclude that his very exhibition of him as a perfon was a 
mere allegory. On the fame ground might the perfonali- 
ty of the Father be dented. 

But fo far is it from being true that Jewifh writers bor- 
rowed from Plato, that there 1s the greateft reafon to believe 
the very reverfe. The Dotar himfelf confefles, that “as 

| “« Plato 
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« Plato had travelled into the Eaft, it is probable that he 
“ there learned the dottrine of divine emanations, and his 
“ ideas of the origin of this vifible fyftem *. 

As it 1s granted that Plato “ travelled into the Eaft,” it 
is alfo known that he went into Egypt. This is ment. 
oned by Apuleius, a heathen writer and one of his difciples. 
Plato, he fays, went thither, ‘‘ that he might learn the rites 
of the prophets t.” Numenius the Pythagorean calls Pla- 

o “ Mofes Atticifing” or “fpeaking Greek}.” Arifto- 
bulus, a Jewith writer, fays; ‘It is plain, that Plato follow- 
‘ed our law, and that he diligently ftudied the feveral 
“é parts Jofephus alfo aflerts that Plato efpecially 
imitated Mofes §. The fame is affirmed by Chriftian wri- 
ters. Clemens Alexandrinus oblerves, that ‘‘ Plato was ac- 
*¢ quainted with prophecy ;” and that he “ derived his phi- 
« lofophy from the Jews.” He even calls him “the He- 
‘¢ brew Philofopher ;” afferting that the Greek fages were 
generally “ thieves, taking the choiceft of their opinions 
“« from Mofes and the Prophets, without thankful acknow- 
‘© ledoment **.” Juftin Martyr declares, that Plato * drew 
t many things from the Hebrew rivulets,”’ and that ‘* what- 
« foever he faid devoutly of God, or of his worthip, he {tole 
« from the Hebrew Philofophy tt.’  iheodoret, Joannes 
Philoponus, Eufebius, Ambrofe, in aa and Tatian af- 
fert the fame. 

At any rate, is it not far more probable, that Plato bor- 
rowed from the Hebrews, than that they borrowed from 
him ; as it is certain that he was in Egypt, where many 
Jews were fettled ; as we know his great diligence in acqui- 
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ring knowledge; and asit is otherwife unaccountable whence 
he received his notions of a Trinity? Was ıt from other 
Philofophers? From whom did they derive their know- 
ledge of it? Either from imagination, or from tradition. 
The firft is improbable, according to the opinion both of the 
orthodox, and of Dr P. They grant that this doétrine is 
above the line of human reafon. He fuppofes it to be di- 
rectly contradictory. If fo, is it rational to fuppofe, that 
fuch men as Plato, who, it will be granted, in other in{tan- 


ces {poke ın a very fublime manner of the divine nature, 
would of themfelves devife a dodtrine fo abfurd as this is 


faid to be? While all the nations around held fuch a mul- 
tiplicity of gods, that the Greeks themfelves, fo early as 
Hefiod’s age, are fatd to have had no lefs than thirty thou- 
fand, how can it be accounted for, that Plato, while he in 
fome fenfe held the divine Unity, fhould ftumble upon the 
number three ê 

Is it faid, that he meft probably had this doctrine from. 
tradition ? Where then had he this tradition ? In the Eaft, 
furely, whither Plato, and other Philofophers before him, tra- 
velled. And: whence did it originate ? Certainly, from the 
remains of primitive Revelation, or from intercourfe with 
the Hebrews, whole facred writings are undoubtedly more 
ancient than thofe of any other people. Can it be fuppofed 
that Plato travelled into the Eaft for the exprefs pur- 
pofe of. acquiring knowledge, and never once heard of 
thofe moft ancient of all writings; efpecially when the 
Jews were at this time difperfed through fo many coun- 
tries? Is it fuppofable, that if he heard of them, he would 
not wifh to learn fomething of their contents? Can we 
entertain {uch an opinion of one who was at fo much pains 
to be initiated into the Egyptian myfteries? Befides, 1s it 
not certain that other Philofophers before him- brought 
the fame opinions from the Eatt ? 

But why fhould we multiply proofs? We have the 
confeffion of Plato himfelf, that this Philofophy was not the 


$ 
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fruit of his own reflection, but partly derived from ancient 
tradition. Nay, he materially acknowledges, that he derı- 
ved it from the Jews. Hedays, “ This ftory of one and 
t: many (fv xas roadx) 1s a tradition which the ancients who 
‘6 were better, and lived nearer the Gods than we, tranf- 
‘¢ mitted to us*.’’ He afflerts, that the fafeft and moft cer- 
tain way of proving the immortality of the foul, is dia aoyo 
Qex rivos “by fome divine word or tradition ¢.” He ac- 
knowledges, that “ the firft inftitutior’ of letters was from 
the Gods, by certain Barbarians ;” that $* he and the reft of 
‘the Greeks received their choiceft traditions and learning 
$6 from certain Barbarians more ancient than themfelves ;” 
and that they ‘‘ gave a better form to what they thus re- 
“ ceived t.” He fpeaks of a Phenician fable, refpecting 
the fraternity ‘* of all men not out of the earth||;” 
which undoubtedly refers to the formation of Adam. He 
allo mentions ‘“ Syrian fables.” 

Jt is well known that the Greeks called all other nations 
Barbarians. Bochart feems juftly to conclude, that Hero- 
dotus {peaks of the Jews under the name of Phenicians. 
For he fays, that “ certain Phenicians came from the coaft 
“ of the Red fea.” On this Jofephus makes the following ob- 
fervations ; ‘ This writer appears to be certain that the S y- 
« rians of Paleftine are circumcifed. Now, the faé is, that 
«in Paleftine, the Jews only are circumcifed; and as 
‘he is pofitive in his affertion, what he fays refpedting this 
“ circum{tance can refer to no other people §.” Xenophon 
alfo teftiñes that the Jews were called Syrians **. 

Is it inquired, why Plato did not actually name the Jews? 
Many teafons might be given; among which that alieady 

B 4 mentioned 


* Philebus, p 17. ap. Gales Court of the Gentiles, p. 2.b. 3 C- 2. 
tł Phaedo, p 85. 1b. t Cratylus. 420. ıb. 

|| De Republ. hb. 3. ib. 

§ Vid. Jofeph. cont. Apion. 1.1, Bochaiti Phaleg. 1. 4. c. J4- 

## Ap. Gale. part 1. b. x. c. 4. 


a CULLON 


mentioned is one. Being neighbours of the Phenicians,- 
who were fo univerfally known by their extenfive com- 
merce, and alfo of the Syrians; they were fpoken of under 


thefe names which were more familiar to ftrangers. Ori- 
gen * gives another reafon ; that, becaufe of the pecnliarity 


of their religion, and feparation from the reft of mankind, 
the Jews were fo hated by other nations, that Plato might 
think it impolitic exprefsly to mention their name, left iť 
might expofe the dottrines which he had derived frord 
them to contempt. 

But Plato was-not the only Philofopher who borrowed. 
from the Jews. Pythagoras undoubtedly did the fame. 
Hermippus, who writes his life, affirms’ that he “ tranfla+ 
“ ted many of the Jewifh Laws into his own Philofophy.” 
Diogenes Laertius fays, that “ he went to the Hebrews.” 
The fame 1s attefted by Strabo and Porphyry, and by 
Ariftobulus the Jew t+. Jofephus alfo afferts, that “ many 
“of the cuftoms of the Jews are incorporated" into the 
“« Philofophy of Pythagoras $.” Clearchus, a difciple of 
Ariftotle, declares that he faw a Jew, with whom his ma- 
{ter had often converfed, according to the words which he 
afcribes to Ariftotle; “ equally to the gratification and. 
‘improvement of thofe who could relifh the happinefs of 
“s fuch a converfation ||.” It is alfo afferted by various 
writers, that Pherecydes, who is fuppofed to have been the 
preceptor of Pythagoras, was much indebted to the Jews. 
= Socinians ftill feem to fpeak of Plato, as ifhe had been the 
firlt Philofopher who broached the doétrine of a Trinity. 
But there is undoubted evidence that it was known to the 
heathen, many ages before him. His own difciple Ploti- 
nus thus exprefles himfelf on this fubject: ‘* That thefe 
« dottrines are not new, nor of yelterday, but have been: 

| ° very 
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“ very anciently delivered, though obfcurely (the difcourfes 
«now extant being but explanations of them) appears trom 
«¢ Plato’s own writings ; Parmenides before him having 1n- 
‘‘fifted on them *.” Again; ‘* Parmenides alfo agreed in 
“ this acknowledgment of a Trinity of divine or archical 
“« hypoftafes 4.” As many learned men are of opinion that 
the TetraG&ys, by which it is faid, Pythagoras ufed to 
{wear, was nothing but the Tetragrammaton or name of four 
Fetters, of which he had received fome account from the 
Jews; itis alfo aflerted that he held a Trinity of divine 
hypoftafes, and therefore {poke of God fometimes as a 
monad, fometimes as a mind, and fometimes as the foul of 
the world {. Thence Jamblichus fays inProclus, that there 
“ were three Gods alfo praifed by the: Pythagoreans ||.” 

It is clear that Orpheus afferted a Trinity, under the 
names of Phanes, Uranus and Chronus, one of thefe he cal- 
led TeoToyovos Oto, the jirft begotten God. Wolfius afferts 
from Damatctus, that Orpheus introduced atriform deity $. 
“ Timotheus the chronographer affirms that Orpheus had 
« long ago declared, that all things were made by a co-ef- 
“« fential or confubftantial Trinity **.” He ufes the three 
names, Light, Counfel and Life; and afferts that by thefe 
three all things were made. He alfo {peaks of the Divine 
Word, and recommends a fixed adherence to it ++. 

There were likewife feveral hints of a Trinity in the 
Egyptian doctrines. Jamblichus informs us, that according 


to the Hermaic Theology, there was “ firt an indivifible 
“ unity called Ez¢ton ; fecondly a perfect Mind, underftand- 
« ing himfelf, and converting his cogitations into him- 
s felf, called Ameph, or Cneph; and thirdly, the im- 


‘ mediate 
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“ mediate principle of generation, called by feveral names 
“ according to its feveral powers, .as Phtha, Ammon, 
“ Ofiris*.”’ As Cneph was fometimes reprefented with an 
egg coming out of his mouth, Eufebius, on the teftimony 
of Porphyry, fays, that the egg denoted the world, * crea- 
“ ted by the eternal Logos +.” 

The Perfian Mithras, faid by his worfhippers to be 
the father and maker of all things, was commonly called 
TOLMALTG threefold. Plutarch obferves that Oromafdes 
“ thrice -augmented or triplicated himfelff{.” In the Ora- 
cles afcribcd to Zoroafter, it is faid that the Father perfec- 
ted all things and delivered them to the fecond Mind, whom 
the nations of men commonly take for the firft. In a Chal- 
daic oracle cited by Proclus, there 1s mention of a third hy- 
poftafis under the name of P/yche. This, Pletho fays, they 
alfo called Arimanius. In one of thefe Oracles, the pater- 
nal Monad ale» wove; 1s faid to be enlarged, and to gene- 
rate two. Mention is alfo made of the Dwad and Triad: 
and it is afferted that “ all things ferve thefe three princi- 
ples ||.” Inanother it is faid §; ‘In all the world there 
“ fhines a Trinity, of which an Unity 1s the head **.” 

Plutarch teftifies that Zoroafter made a threefold diftri- 
bution of things; that he afhgned the firft and higheft rank 
of them to Oromafdes, who, 1n the oracles, 1s called the 
Father; the loweft to Arimanes, and the middle to Mzth- 
ras, who in the fame oracles is likewife called the fecond 
Mind ++. That Sanchoniathon, the Phenician, borrows 
from the books of Mofes, feems undeniable. In his account 
of creation, he fpeaks of the operation of a wind or fpirit 
on the Chaos. He attributes the produftion of our firft 

parents 
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parents to Colpias and Baau. As Baau is undoubtedly 
the fame word with Bobu in the Hebrew text, which we 
render void, Golpias 1s, with the greateft probability, fup- 
poled to be a compound of thefe three Hebrew words, Kol 
P: Fah, The votce of the mouth of the Lord. Thus he men- 
tions the Lord, the Voice of the mouth of the Lord, and the 
Spirit *. 

Lord Monboddo has obferved, that “ at this day the doc- 
“ trine of the three perfons of the deity in one fubftance 1s 
“ an effential part of the creed of the Brahmins,” and that, 
“ they call thefe .perfons by the fame names that we do, 
“ the Lather, the Son, and the Holy Ghoft. The firft,” he 
adds, “ in their language is Rama, the fecond Vifnou, and 
“the third Cr:/na. This fact is told in a French book, 
written by La Croze, entitled Hiftoire du Chriftianifm 
“des Indes, vol. 2. book 4. p.48. And he relates it 
“ upon the credit of one Manuel Godhino, a Portugueze, 


“« who was in India in the year 1663. And I have heard 
“the fact attefted by an acquaintance of mine, who had 


“been many years in India+.’” It 1s undeniable that the 
Brahmins hold the doctrine of a Trinity, 1n a certain fenfe. 


The names, however, are exprefled differently by different 


writers. The Danifh Mrffionaries call the three perfons 
Lfuren, Wifchtnu and Biruma. But it does not appear that 
the Brahmins really hold an unity of fubftance. For ac- 
cording to the writers formerly mentioned, they believe in 
one fupreme God, above thefe three. Thus they introduce 
a Brahmin as faying; “ We allow but one primary and 
« fovereign Being, and conftantly profefs that the great 


& Triad of deities acknowledge him for their fovereign 


*¢ Lord and Mafter}.” As they hold, however, that thefe 
| three 
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three were produced by him, it is probable that their Tri- 
nity 1s a corruption of the original doctrine. They have 
many inferior deities. But they aflert, that they are all 
the vicegerents of the Trzad *. 

It is not meant to defend the ideas of the different hea- 
then nations on this fubject, or to aflert that they agreed 
with Chriftians in their dottrineof a Trinity. But thefe 
things are mentioned, to {hew that this doctrine was much 
older than Plato; nay, that there was fomething like a ge- 
neral notion of a Trinity even among the Gentiles. And 
we cannot rationally fuppofe that this opinion, in which 
nations fo remote, both as to time and fituation, agreed, 
could originate from mere chance. It is much more rea- 
fonable to think that it fprung from fome ancient tradi- 
tion. Indeed, Proclus exprefsly declares that it was bora- 
earolns Beoroyie, “Sa Theology of divine tradition,” or “ reve- 
“ lation.” Were it neceflary, it might eafily be proved, 
that great part of the learning of the heathen was derived, el- 
ther from ancient tradition, or from revelation; and parti- 
cularly, that their mythology was in general merely a cor- 


ruption of facred hiltory +. 


CHAP. III 


Of the Perfonality afcribed to the Logos by Philo; and of 
the Unitarian Dottrine of Occafonal Perfonatity. 


S the Doctor finds, even after a re-examination of Philo, 
that ıt cannot be denied that he makes the Logos a per- 


fon, he devifes a new folution of the difficulty, in his Hif- 
| } tory 
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tory of Early Opinions. He had formerly left the ortho- 
dox to make the moft of Philo, after ftigmatifing him as a 
Platonit. But having difcovered, which is more than has 
been difcovered in former ages, that “ the Platonifts them- 
« felves proceeded no farther than to what may be called 
« a ftrongly figurative perfonification of the divine intel- 
‘lect ;” he expects to deprive his opponents even of the 
little fervice’ that Philo might have done them. He for- 
merly obferved, that ‘‘ Plato, according to Lattantius, gave 
“the name of a fecond God” to the Logos, “ faying, The 
s Lord and Maker of the univerfe, whom we juftly call 
‘¢ God, made a fecond God, wzfible and fenfible+.” How- 
ever, matters are fo changed, that the Logos merely “ con- 
“ ftitutes what they (the Platonifts) called the intelligible 
“ world, or the world to be perceived by the mind, and 
‘mot by the /en/fes t.” 

But, even on.this ground, the learned gentleman cannot 
agree with himfelf. For in the courfe of forty-eight pages 
he quits his /econd theory, and returns to the frff ; becaufe 
he finds it more fuitable to his prefent purpofe. This is 
to {hew that the Chriftian fathers ‘ obftinately held to the 
“ doctrine of Chrift being nothing more than the Logos, or 
“« the proper rea/on, wifdom, or power, of the Father ;” left 
they thould feem to the lower people to introduce azother 
God. He contrafts their conduct with that of the Plato- 
nifts. They, he fays, ‘“ had no difficulty at all on this ac- 
“ count, as they had no meatiures to keep with unitarians, 
“ but rather wifhed to ftand well with thofe who held a 
“ multiplicity of Gods. ‘They, therefore, never pretended 
“ to believe that their three principles were onc, or refolva- 
“ ble into one §.” Here he is fo certain of the fact, that 
he afligns a reafon for it. 


But 
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But as Plato’s “ vifible and fenfible being” 1s for a time 
metamorphofed into one “ not perceived by the fenfes ;” 
Philo’s perfoz now appears to be only an occafional one. 
The Doétor grants, that “in Philo, we find fomething 
“& more nearly approaching to a real perfonification of the 
‘ Logos,” than in the writings of the Platonifts. Their 
Logos, being only “ a ftrongly figurative perfonification,” 
is deprived of perfonality altogether. But becaufe Philo 
“ approaches more nearly to a real perfonification,” fome- 


thing more is allowed to his, as it 15 a ftep nearer to real 
exiftence. An occafional exiftence 1s afcribed to it. ‘ He 


“« did not like them (the Platonifing Chriftians) make a 
“ permanent intelligent perfon of the Divine Logos, he made 


“an occafional one of it, making it the vifible medium of 
“« all the communications of God to man, that by which 
‘¢he both made the: world, and alfo converfed with the pa- 
“ triarchs of the Old Teftament *.” Itis then granted 
that Philo really made a perfon of the Logos. This is fo 


far good. However, the word occafonalis thrown in, to 
deprive this conceffion of all its weight. But hath Philo 


himfelf faid, that he confidered the Logos ás amoccafional 
perfon only? The Doctor does not aflert this. He only 


infers it. Now the premifes, from which he forms fo ex- 


traordinary a conclufion, muft certainly be very clear. 
Hath Philo faid, that this Logos, after being emitted by 
God is again abforbed? No! Hath he faid, that he hath 


a perifhable exiftence? The very contrary. For he calls 


him the “ eternal Logos,—of neceflity immortal.” What 


then? Philo, when declaring the faith of the ancient 
church with refpect to the Logos, happens to exprefs him- 


{elf thus: “ This world of ideas has no place but the Di- 
“ vine 


* Far. Opine vol. 11. pe 3. 
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« vine Logos which difpofes all things *.” The Doc- 
tor adds, ‘In another paflage alfo, {peaking of the dif- 
« ferent fignifications of place, he fays, that ‘ one of them 
‘is the divine Logos, the whole of which God himfelf 
‘has filled with incorporeal powers.’ In this place 
s the Logos is evidently nothing more than the divine 
‘© mind itfelf, or the feat of his ideas +.” Although Dr 
P. could clearly fhew that Philo in fome inftances ufes the 
term Logos as merely fignifying the divine mind, it would 
not amount to a proof that he never ufes it as the name of 
a proper perfon. But the conneétion and ftrućture of the 
firft palage, afford feveral ftrong prefumptions, that even 
here a perfon is meant. For as-Philo, when elfewhere de- 
fcribing the fenfible world, calls ıt the younger fon of God, 
as contradiftinguifhed from the Logos, whom he calls the 
elder ț, he ufes the fame language here. He alfoafcribes 
the fame work to the Logos, as in another place to that 
creative power which, according to his idea, attends him 
who is; affirming that he “ adorned the univerfe ||.” Even 
here he declares, that the Logos is ‘* the power which 
“ made the world?” When he adds that this power ‘* hath 
« its fource with the true good,” he certainly intends to di- 
ftinguith the Logos from the Father. Why does he {peak 
of fource, unlefs he mean to exprefs perfonal derivation ? 
Can “the divine mind” be faid to have a /ovrce in any 
fenfe. The Doétor certainly mifunderftands that fentence, 

in 
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an which he makes Philo fay, “ For what other proper 
& place can there be to receive, and contain, not only all 
“zdeas, but even a fingle idea?’ Jn this fentence Philo 
does not fpeak of zdeas, but of powers. 

But as our author undoubtedly views both the patiages 
quoted in the fame fenfe, and the latter, indeed, as moft 
clearly refpecting “ the divine mind,” by it we may cer- 
tainly judge of the meaning of the former. From the con- 
mnexion it evidently appears that Dr P. has grofsly mif- 
applied it. Giving the different fignifications of place, Phi- 
lo fays: ‘‘ It is underftood ina threefold fenfe. Firft, it 
“ denotes /pace, which 1s filled with bodies. Secondly, the 
“ divine Logos, whom God himfelf has completely filled 
« with incorporeal powers. But in a third fenfe, God 
“ himfelf is called place, becaufe he comprehends all, and 
“is fully comprehended by none, and becaufe he is his 
“ own {pace, containing himfelf, and filled by himfelf a- 
“lone *.” Here he clearly diftinguithes God from his Lo- 
gos; and therefore, by the latter term does not mean “ the 
« divine mind itfelf,” but a diftinét perfon from him who 
is here called God. 

From this paffage we alfo learn, in what fenfe he fays, 
« The world of ideas could have no other place but the 
‘divine Logos. For what other place could there be to 
“ receive and contain, I fay not, aall his powers, but even 
“a fingle one?’ He plainly means to exhibit the Legos 


as infinite; and, in contradiftinétion to every creature, as 
alone 


* Tews ÒE emrivoeiTat Torres ° a oF EV, XUP VTO TWULATOG EX 
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alone capable of containing all the ideas, and all the powers 
of the Father. 

Is it any argument againft Philo, that he calls the Logos 
« the image of God?” Does not the infpired writer to 
the Hebrews do the fame? Who zs the expre/s image of his 
perfon, ch. 1. 3. Making allowance for the imperfection 
of every metaphor nfed on this fubject, there 1s not one 
paflage produced by the Dottor, but might eafily be pro- 
ved to apply to the Logos as a perfon. He feems really 
convinced of this himfelf. And for this reafon has he pro- 
duced his new theory of occafional perfonality. 

But have we yet found any thing from which our Au- 


thor had reafon to infer, that Philo believed that the Logos 
was an occafional perfon? Not a fhadow of proof. There- 


fore he calls in the affiftance of his corts de referve, his for- 
lorn hope, bold fuppofition. ‘ It might be imagined,” he 
fays, “that the Divine Being, by. the emiflion of this 
‘¢ Logos in fo fubftantial a form, would be deprived of fome 
& of his power ; but to this Philo would probably have re- 
“« plied, that this /econd God was only like a lamp lighted at 
& the original fountain of light, which did not diminifh its 
s“ fubftance or fplendor.—Or he might have fuppofed that 
“ the lofs fuftained by the emiflion of the Logos was only 
. temporary, becaufe he thought that the emuflion of the 
« Logos only refembled the emiffion of ght from the fun 
« which was afterwards drawn into its fource again *.” 
All that this requires Is. a Spartan an{íwer. Probably g 


Might ! 
A great variety of paflages might be produced, which 


cléarly prove that, although Philo could have formed the 
wild idea of occafional perfonality, he could not have 


thought of afcribin g it to the Logos, as being totally irre- 
VoL. I. | C concileable 
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concileable to his other afcriptions. Particularly, as he re- 
prefents him as the manager of the world, and of all things 
in it, and as the vicegerent of God, it is abfolutely incon- 
celvable that he could confider him as only occafionally e- 
mitted. Illuftrating thefe words, The Lord is my Jkepherd, 
he fays; ‘ God governs all this univerfe as a fhepherd go- 
“ verns his flock, or a king his people; over-ruling and 
“ managing the earth, water, air and fire, and whatever 
“any of thefe contains, whether vegetables or animals, 
‘f things mortal or fpiritual; particularly, the ordinances of 
* heaven, the revolutions of the fun and moon, and the 

“ changes and orderly movements of the other ftars : all 
“ thefe does God govern according to the ftricteft juftice, 
“ having fet over them his righteous Logos, his firt begot- 
“ten Son, who takes the charge of this facred flock, as 
“the vicegerent of the great king. Therefore it is faid, 
“ Bebold, I fend mine Angel before thee, to keep thee in the 

“ way *.” 

Defcribing the great revolutions of ftates and empires, 
and the changes that take place in the world in general, he 
fays, ‘* Is it not like a fhip tolled hither and thither on the 
“ waves of the fea, now by profperous, and then by ad- 
“ verfe winds?. For the Word of God, which the multi- 
‘ tude call Fortune, dances on the globe. Thence, being 
“ conftantly in motion through cities, and nations, and coun- 
“ tries, he fupports fome with the things that belong to o- 

“ thers, 


“2 Kabeweg yag Tie Toun, yn? xebh viwe LAI AELA XAI MUE Kab 
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“ thers, and all with what is provided for all, only chan. 
** ging his conduct at different times : that the whole world 
“ may be managed as one city, according to the beft form 
“ of demecratical government *.” 

But why fhould I multiply evidence? Philo, bye 
{mele ftroke of his pencil, exhibits his fubjeét in fuch a light, 
as mult for ever expofe to ridicule the intruded monfter of 
occafional perfonality. When accounting for the duration 
of things created, he afcribes it to their being “ framed by 
“him who remains, and who is never in any refpect ~ 
“ changed, the divine Logos 4. 

However, although in the firft chapter this is only affu- 
med as the opinion of Philo, by the time that the Doctor ad- 
vances fo far as the fecond, it is confidered as -proved. 
« The principles of Philo have been explained above, viz. 
“ that the Divine Logos could affume occafonal perfonality 
‘to anfwer particular purpofes, and then be reftored into 
“ the Divine Being again t.” However {ceptical the Doctor 
is as to any proof produced again{t his own opinions, there 
is no man more eafy to deal with on this head, when he has 
himfelf “ particular purpofes to anfwer.” Although it 
were granted, as it is not, that, in the paflages mentioned, 
Philo {peaks of the Logos in fuch a manner as will not ap- 
ply to a perfon ; there would be a manifeft fophifm in the 


conclufion. The argument fairly ftated is plainly this; 
C 2) t Tia 
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“ He who occafionally ufes the term Logos fo as not to dee 
“ note a perfon, always means that the Logos 1s. an occafi. 
“ onal perfon: 

“ But Philo occafionally ufes the term Logos in this 
C6 way : 

“Therefore, Philo always means by the Logos an occa- 
“ fonal perfon only.” 

Or, more fimply; ‘* Philo occafionally ufes the word 
« Logos without reference toa perfon; Ergo, Philo means 
s that the Logos is only an occafional perfon.” Probatun: 

By this ingenious plan of reafoning, one may make guzd- 
libet ex quolibet, As, in every language, the fame words 
admit of various fignifications, one of thefe may be fo op- 
pofed to another as to render all language mere jargon. 

But as there 1s no evidence that ın the leaft can fatisfy a 
candid enquirer, that fuch an idea as that of occafional per- 
fonality ever entered into the mind of Philo; how fhall we 
account for the Doctor’s certainty as to this being the opi- 
nion of that ancient writer? Shall we fuppofe that he has 
himfelf any partiality for it? The fuppofition would be 
fully as natural as {ome of hts own, though there were ne 
other reafon for it, than his extreme anxiety to father fo 
fingular an opinion on an author to whom it was never 
formerly imputed, and who has in fact given no ground 
for the imputation. The Doétor does not mention this 
opinion in his Hiftory of Corruptions. But, in confe- 
quence of renewed inveftigation, having difcovered that 
“ Marcellus of Ancyra, and other learned Chriftians, who 
“ were properly enough ranked among Unitarians,”? em- 
braced this idea; and finding that the idea itfelf may be 
dignified with the high-founding title of Pdzlofophical Uni- 
tarianifm*; he, in this treatife, ulhers it in on different oc- 
| cafions. 
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cafions. It is, indeed, a very ufeful notion. For an au- 
thor, with this philofophical weapon in his hand, may at 
one blow for ever filence any being, of whatfoever order, 
who prefumptuoufly rifes up as a witnefs agaihft what are 
called unitarian principles. It is the very malleus fidei. 

But where is our author’s authority for fuppofing fuch 
a mode of exiftence? Sure we are, this opinion hath no 
foundation in the word of God. For on the feventh day 
God ended his work, as to the formation of any new orders 
of beings. So anxious is Dr P. to reduce the Son of God 
into the rank of a mere’ creature, that he will rather un- 
hinge the whole frame and order of creation, than not car- 
ry his point. Rather than not deprive him of perfonality, 
he will grant a fpecies of it ined unknown to the rule 
of faith. 

He fays indeed; “ It could not be, that upon this prin- 
“i ciple, any new betng was introduced. For a mere power 
“ occafionally emitted, and then taken back again into its 
«c fource, could not come under that defcription *”. But 
here is downright contradi€tion ¿—a mere power, and yet 
even a temporary perfonality. If it may be called a be- 
ing, according to this explanation, it deferves the name of 
new more than any ever héard of before: for there is 
hothing that bears any refemblance to it, ezther in beavert 
above, or in the earth beneath. A rew beingit muft be. For 
every time that it is “ emitted,” there 1s a new creation ; 
in the fcale of being, one order, rather a mere unique fub- 
fifts, which, according to the fuppofition, had no exiftence 
before its emiffion. 

But although this idea fhould have no foundation in ferip- 
ture, it is philofophical, One would think that the ordi- 
hary, if not the philofophical, definition of a perfon were 

C 3 K an 
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“an intelligent being, or an individual of any parti- 
‘cular order of intelligent beings, fubfifting by 1tfelf.” 
But how does this corre{pond to the idea of one “ occafion- 
“ally emitted from the Divine Being, and drawn into 
“ him when the purpofe for which it hath been emitted is 
“ anfwered?”’ For, according to Marcellus, ‘ the Logos 
“ was nothing more than a Duvime power, voluntarily e- 
‘‘ mitted by the Supreme Being; and though in fome fenfe 
“ detached from himfelf,” yet “ entirely dependent on him, 
“and taken into himfelf again at pleafure*.” Is a mere 
power a perfon? Is a principle a being? Does fuch a fup- 
pofed. power poffefs the effential property of a perfon, that 
of exifting per fe, as diftiné from other perfons or beings? 
Is this philofophical ? Of that kind only which is /czence 
Jalfely fo called, vain deceit, after the traditions of men, and 
not after Chrifi. But“ the thing itfelf is pofiible for a 
“ time +t.” Sois a Centaur, So is a mountain wholly of 
gold. Do they therefore exit? Are we to reafon from. 
what is poflible to what is real? Here is the wifdom of 
God ia fuffering the wife, who by wi/dom know not God, to 
be taken in their own craftine/s. The doctrine of a plurality 
of perfons, in one undivided eflence, ıs rejected as a grofs 
abfurdity ; blafphemoufly compared to the ridiculous 4b- 
racadabras of the heathen f; fpurned as fuppofing an 1m- 
poflibility. Yet the man who dares to ufe fuch language 
admits, not only of a power being occafionally converted 
into a perfon, nor merely of a perfon exifting without the 
effential diftinguifhing property of a perfon, diftinét fubfif- 
tence ; but of one perfon exifting in another perfon. For 
the Logos is only “in fome fenfe detached from” the Su- 

preme 
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preme me He is ftill « nothing more than a Divine 
“ Power ;” but fuch a power as “ it might have been faid, 
“ would have been a perfon at the creation of the world +,” 
Thofe who deny the eternal generation of the Son, main- 
tain an emiflion of their own, of a temporary kind. In. 
{tead of a neceflary generation, they hold an occafional e- 
miffion. With them one effencé cannot be common to 
more perfons than one. Yet one perfon may be the fub- 
ject of a multitude of temporary exif{tences. 

But, may it be faid, is this really Dr Prieftley’s opinion? 
The Dostor, indeed, at times expreiles himfelf mytftically, in 
conformity to thofe of whom he writes. He ufes language, 


which, like the heathen oracles, may be interpreted either 
way. He deals greatly in fuppofitions and probabilities. 
And this manner of writing is very convenient. For if 
any thing be advanced in the heat of controverfy, that 1s 
afterwards found untenable, it can eafily be retracted. But 


you have as much certainty for this being his opinion, as 


he is pleated to give in many other inftances. He afcribes 
it to “* Marcellus, and other learned Chriftians, who were 
‘© properly enough ranked among Unitarians ¢.” He calls 
the dottrine Philofophical Unitarianifm. He denies that 
thus “ any new being was introduced ft.” Thus, it is 
confiftent with learning, with Unitarianifm, with Philofo- 
phy, with the fyftem of creation. But this is not all. He 
exprefsly fays; “ It is even doubtful, whether in fome 
« cafes what are called angels, were any thing more than 
« temporary appearances, and no permanent beings; the 
« mere organs of the Deity, ufed for the purpofe of ma^ 
«© king himfelf known and underftood by his creatures ||-” 

C4 Again, 
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Again, ‘* God fpake to the Patriarchs either by angels, or 
“& fome temporary appearance, which may fometimes 
“ have been in the form of man *.” Certain we are, the 
Doétor hathnot half fo well proved, that this is the opinion of 
Philo, as that itis his own. But it would not be matter of 
furprife, although ıt were afterwards found to be only occa- 


fronally ío. 
Now, if it be granted, that any thing 1s fo “ emitted 


d 


‘© from the Supreme Being,’ 
fonality, to perform the actions of a perfon, to act and 


as to have a temporary per- 


fpeak ; call it a divine power, or what you will; let it be, 
with unparalleled abfurdity, denied that it 1s a perfon ; full 
it can go by no other name, it can fuggeft no other idea. 
Only, it has this fingular property, that it is identified in 
another perfon. This is a being of fuch a kind, that it 
may be a perfon at one time, and not at another. “ For,” 
Dr P. fays, “ On this fcheme, the Logos, it might have 
‘¢ been faid, would have been a perfon at the creation 
“ of the world; and again, when it was employed in the 
« divine intercourfe with the Patriarchs +4.” Here is the 
mylftery of Socinianifm! the plurality and unity of the 
fons of Reafon! Not three perfons in an unity of ef- 
fence, but according to the number of the heavenly hofts, 
ten thoufand times ten thoufand exifting in one perfon. A 
participation of the divine nature is denied to the only be- 
gotten Son of the Father, while, without any hefitation, all 


thofe fons of God, called Angels, are admitted to this ho- 


nour. 
But our author ought ferioufly to confider, that thus he 


hath virtually declared that he has no objection to the doc- 
| trine 
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trine of an occafional plurality. Now, it will be difficult 
for him to fhow, that what is in the divine nature at one 
time, may not be at another, nay, is not always. For 


with God there zs xo variablene/s. He ought to confider, 
that no Trinitarian maintains, that one perfon 1s properly 


detached from another, far lefs from ‘‘ the Supreme Being :”’ 


and that the great difference between this unitarian plu- 
rality and ours, 1s, that according to the latter, one perfon 


is effentially in another, (John xiv. to, 11.) yet fo as to 
retain diftinction of perfonality ; but according to the for- 


mer, one perfon 1s fo in another, as at ¢zmes totally to lofe 


this. Is the one doétrine more demonttrable from reafon, 
or from analogy, than the other? It 1s no contradiction to 


reafon, that three perfons fhould permanently fubfift in one 
effence : but it certainly is a contradiction, that the nature, 
which 1s plural to-day, fhould be fingular to-morrow. 


CHAP. IV. 


Of the Doctrine of Philo concerning Angels—Whether be 
confidered the Logos as the future Meffiah ? 


HE Doétor, having fo well proved, that Philo allows 


only an occafional perfonality to the Logos, infers, 
that he afcribes no other kind of perfonality to angels. * Ac- 
¢ording to Philo,’ it is faid, “* Angels are nothing more than 
“ this divine Logos ;’ fo that he could not confider them as 


2 


€ having a permanent being.’ Speaking of Hagar, he fays, 
* She was met by an Angel, which 1s the Logos of God *.” 
s Treating of the migration of Abraham, he fays, “ He 


“ that 
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« that follows God muft of neceflity make ufe of the at: 
‘¢ tending /ogoz, which are commonly called angels *,” It 


clearly {hews how fanguine our author 1s, as to the article 
of evidence, that he-can make fuch an inference from the 


firft of thefe paflages. It may, indeed, be inferred from 
it, that in the opinion of Philo, the Word of God might 
be called an angel, from his being employed as a meffen- 
ger: And this is believed by all true Chriftians. But will 
any man, but one determined to force proof where he can- 


not find it, thence conclude, that according to Philo, every 
angel might be called the Word of God ? When that-an. 


cient writer calls angels /ogoz, 1t is evident that he does fo, 
merely 10 an occafional way. / He indulges himfelf in a 
commutation of the names. He calls the Logos an angel, 
not as 1f he imagined that he was a creature, for he often 
afferts the contrary ; but becaufe the Logos acted in the re- 
lation of an angel or meffenger to him who is unbegotten. 
In like manner, he calls the angels /ogoz, not as apprehend- 
ing that they were eternal and uncreated, like the Logos; 


but, as would feem, from their being occafionally his at- 
tendants in his important embaflies, and being fometimes 


employed in the fame work, though in an inferior charac- 
Accordingly it is evident, that in the paflage quoted, 


ter. 
Philo refers to the circumftance of angels being 1 in company 


with the Logos, when he appeared to Abraham at the door 
of his tent. For he immediately adds: “ Thence it is faid 
« that Abraham went forth to bring them on their way +.” 
In another place he teaches that God who {pake to Abra- 
ham,on this occafion, was the Word ft. He gives no hint that 
angels were commonly known by the name of Zogo: ; but 


fays, 


* Vol. ii. p. 16, 17. 
+ De Migratione Abraham, p. 324 D. E, 
ł Leg. Allegor. p. 77. 
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fays, on the contrary, that thofe whom he called /ogoz were 
commonly called angels; plainly enough intimating, that 
he was fingular in this ufe of the defignation. 

The procefs of our author’s reafoning 1s very uncommon. 
Philo occafionally ufes the term Jogos, when it does not 
fignify a perfon; therefore, he confidered the logos as an 
occafional perfon only. He occafionaliy calls the an- 
gels Jogot, therefore, he viewed them alfo as merely 
occafional beings, and as “nothing more than this divine 
“ Logos.” But it is truly aftonifhing that Dr P., in order 
to fupport an abfurd hypothefis, fhould urge the vague and 
fingular ufe of one term, in direct oppofition to the well 
known fentiments of the author, as difplayed in a great 
variety of paflages. Nothing can be more evident, than 
that Philo confidered angels as permanent beings. There- 
fore he calls them animals. “ The firt divifion of ani- 
“« mals,” he fays, “is into irrational and rational. But the 
% rational is again divided into the mortal and immortal 
« kinds; the mortal that of men, but the immortal that of 

difembodied fpirits, which are employed in the air, and 
in heaven. Thefe are free of fin, having an immortal 
and happy lot from the beginning, as not being connected 
‘¢ with the body, the habitation of mifery *.” Speaking 
of the death of Abraham, he fays; “ For Abraham ha. 
s ving left the ftate of mortality, is joined to the people of 
‘© God, enjoying immortality, being made like unto the 


“ angels; 


* H (LEY Pueis TOY COV, ELS TE AAOYOV KAS AOYIRNY MOLPAY EYXYTIAS QA- 
Andras ETLNEN TO paroyv N dE au Aoyinn WAAIY, EIS TE TO plaproy Lai alaa 
varov etdoc, PÕaprov uev To avbporxuwy, aplaprov fi To Luxor agwuaroy, 
XI XATA TE AEPA XAS YPAVOY TIEPIMOAUTL AAKIGS E AMETOYOR MEY SICIY gU- 
Tab, Tov AxNpPaTov xa. evdatuova Y-AnpoY t% apns AA XYCAIL KAITO CUM- 
op-P avavuray ux evdedesras xopiw comatio De Confufione Linguar. 
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“ angels. For the angels are the army of God, incorpo- 
“ real and bleffed fouls *.” Does he mean that the foul 
of Abraham was abforbed in the: divine effence > 

Our author further objects to the evidence of Philo, that 
“ he was far from imagining that the Logos had any more 
‘ relation to the Meffiah, than to any other prophet +.” 
But perhaps Dr P. has not obferved that Philo calls him 
the Man of God, faying, ** How can it be that ye fhould 
“ not hate war and love peace, who acknowledge one and the 
« fame Father, not mortal but immortal, even the Man of 
& God; who, becaufe he is the Word of him who is eter- 
“ nal, is alfo neceflarily immortal t.” When he after- 
wards calls him ‘“ the firft-begotten and moft.facred Word,’ , 
he evidently {peaks of him with refpeét to his incarnation 
and charaéter as Meffiah. For he declares that he is * the 
“ man according to the image” of God, and “ the Seer 
« of Ifrael.” The whole paflage deferves our attention. 
“« If any one be not worthy to be called the fon of God, 
«< ftrive to be conformed to his firft-begotten Word, the 
« moft ancient Angel, exifting as the Archangel of many 
“ names. For he is called the Beginning, and the Name 
“ of God, and the Word, and the Man according to the 
& image, and the Seer of Ifrael. Therefore, I have, a 
“ little above, praifed the principles of thofe who fay, We 


“ are ail the fons of one man. For if we are not yet be- 
‘* come 
/ 
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“ come fit to be.called ‘the fons of God, let us be fo at 
“« leaft of his eternal Image, the moft facred Word. For 
“« the Image of God is that moft ancient Word. ` And in- 
“«. deed, in many places of the law, the hearers of this Seer 
‘© are alfo called Sons of Ifrael, for as much as hearing is 
‘¢ accounted inferior to feeing, and he who 1s taught always 
‘¢ holds the fecond place 1n relation to him who perceives 
‘© the exact forms of fubjects without any previous inftruc- 
í tion *.” No one can doubt that he fpeaks of a real 
perfon. There 1s as:little reafon to deny that he afcribes 
divine characters to him, and yet declares him to be.a mef- 
fenger. He calls him an Angel, and yet tle Name of God; 
a Man, and yet the Beginning, the eternal Image. He evi- 
dently views him as the perpetual Prophet of the Church, 
and the true J/rae/. He alfo applies thefe words to the 
Logos; Behold, the man whofe name ts the Branch, Zech. 
vi. 12. rendering them, according to the Septuagint, whofe 
name ts Avatorn, the Ring Sun. Jultin ufes the term 
in the fame fenfe. I need not fay that he underftands ıt 


of Chrift §. 
- We 
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We cannot underftand the following words, withont fup- 
pofing that Philo believed that the Logos would be incar- 
mate. ‘* There are, as appears to me, two temples of 
‘© God; the one, indeed, is this world, in which the High- 
‘s prieft is his firft-begotten divine Word. But the other 
« is the rational foul, of which he is Prieft, who is true 
“ man, of whom the fenfible image is he, who, according 
“ to the cuftoms of our fathers, offers up prayers and facri- 
“ fices *.? Here he undoubtedly views the Jewifh high- 
prieft as merely a type of the Logos in this character. 

I have not obferved, that Philo any where ufes the word 
Me/fah or Chrift. ‘The neareft approach that he feems to 
make to this mode of expreffion, is when applying to the 
Logos, confidered in his facerdotal character, what is en- 
joined with refpect to the manflayer continuing in the city 
of refuge till the death of the high-prieft. On this occa- 
fion, he fays, that “ his head is anointed with oilt.’? But 
did not Philo, as well as all the reft of his nation, expect 


a Meffiah? Is it not natural to fuppofe, that this moft inte- 
xefting fubject would often engrofs fo contemplative 3 


mind? Does Philo fo often find the Logos in the Old Tef- 
tament; and could he difcern no veftige of the Mefiah ? 
The difhculty cannot be otherwife folved, than by fuppo- 
fing that he meant to defcribe the Meffiah under that very 
name which was fo familiar to him. Hrs ideas feem to 
have been far more fpiritual than thofe of the reit of his 
nation who did not believe in Jefus. Therefore, he might 


think 1t improper exprefsly to call the Logos Me/fiab ; as 
he 


# Avo yap, OÇ EIIXEV, sepa Sew, EV ev ode o KOT MLOL, EV O xai ap xieprus 2 
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he confidered him efpecially in a fpiritual light, and knew 
the deep-rooted prejudices of his countrymen in favour of 
a temporal monarchy. Befides, the term Logos was far 
more fuitable to the bent of his genius. It afforded: him a 
much more ample field for abftract fpeculation and refined 
allegory than the other. 

But although he does not mention the name, ‘we find 
him afcribing all the {criptural characters of Meffiah to the 
Logos. For he defcribes him as an Angel or Meflenger, 
as a Seer or Prophet, as the true High-prieft who makes 


atonement, as the Mediator between God and man, as the 
Governor of the world, as the true Manna, as divine and 


yet true man, &c. Therefore, he muft either have be- 
lieved, that he, who was known to the ancient church as 


the Logos, fhould at length appear as Meffliah ; or that the 
Logos fhould ceafe to exercife any concern with refpect to 
the church, and devolve all his work on the Meffiah. We 
cannot fuppofe the latter, becaufe of the divine and un- 
changeable attributes which he afcribes to the Logos. We 
are, therefore, under a neceflity of fuppofing, that he con- 
fidered the Logos as the fame perfon who fhould appear as 
the fon of David. While he not only afcribes to him the 
neceflary characters of the promifed Mefhiah, as including 
deity, but connects thefe with manhood; it is not concel- 
vable, that he had not fome ideas of the future incarnation 
of the eterna] Word. 

I {hall only add, that, as Philo calls the Logos Avatoan, the 
vifing Sun, applying the prophecy of Zechariah to him, 
chap. v1. 12. the manner in which the paflage has been 


uniformly explained by his countrymen, affords a ftrong 
collateral proof, that by the Logos he meant the Mefliah. 


Many Jewith writers, who have perfifted in infidelity, have 
exprefsly applied this language to the latter *, Jonathan 


Ben 


# Murtiai Puzio Fidei , p.325. 308. 376. 594: 


48 Philo’s Doérine, &e. _ Book Í. 


Ben Uzziel, who, 1f not cotemporary with Philo, was near- 
ly fo, interprets ıt in the fame manner: ‘* Behold, the 
« man whofe name is Meflfiah,” &c. Nay, ıt would appear, 
that it was generally expected by the Jews, that the Mef- 
fiah would be manifefted under that very name which 
Philo gives to the Logos. For it 1s adopted by Zacharias, 
in his fong of praife: Through the tender mercy of our God, 
—the day-{pring from on high hath vifited us, Luke i. 78 *. 
| The fame word is ufed by the Evangelift, as by Philo. 


CHAP. V, 


of the Senfe in which the Chaldze Paraphrafts ufed the term 


Memra. 
O“ author fays in his former work; “ We find that 
the Chaldee Paraphrafts of the Old Teftamént 
« often render the Word of God, as 1f it was a being diftiné 
« from God, or fome angel who bore the name of God, 


« and acted by deputation fron him. So, however, it has 
« been interpreted, though with them it might be 
“ no more than an idiom of fpeech+."? Here Dr P. 
{peaks only in the language of probability. But in his fecond 
work matters are ripened into certainty. ‘* With refpect 
“ to the Jews, it 1s evident, that in general, they did not 
“ ufe the term Logos in the Platonic fenfe, but as fynony- 
“ mous to God, or the mere token, or fymbol, of the di- 
“ vine prefence. The Chaldee paraphrafts often ufe the 


“ word ND» mzmra, which may be tranflated Logos or 
‘© Word. But that, in the ideas of thefe writers, the word 


é¢ of 


* Vid. Glafhi Rhetor. Sac. p. 178. Wolfii Cur. in loc. 
+ Hit. Corrupt. Vol. 


‘‘ of a perfon was merely fynonymous to bmfelf, is evi- 
“ dent from their application of the fame phrafeology to 
€ man *.” 

It was urged by many of thofe who preceded Dr P. in 
the fame fyftem, that the term memra fmply fignified 
Jpeeco. The vanity of this pretence has been fo clearly 
demonitrated +, that he {ems to leave it to its fate, and 


confines himfelf merely to the objection. already mention- 
ed. 


Some worthy men have undoubtedly gone too far, in 
afferting that this expreflion, when ufed by the Paraphratts, 


is always to be underftood of the perfonal Word. It would 
feem to be fometimes ufed, as fimply denoting the mind, 


either of God or of man. The ancient Jews, finding that 
their {criptures afforded undoubted evidence of a plurality 
of perfons exifting in an unity of effence, and that action, 
{peech, coming and walking, are afcribed to the Word of 
Jehovah, would naturally conclude that this name denoted 
a perfon. Obferving alfo, that one divine perfon {peaks to 
another as begotten of him; and connecting the character 
of begotten with the Word, they would naturally enquire, 


what might be the reafon of this defignation. {t would 
occur to them, that, as the inward word 1s produced by the 
mind of man, and yet remains in it, the Son is fo denomi- 
nated, becaufe he is begotten by the Father, and is effen- 
tially in him; and that, as words, when uttered, are the 
images and expreflions of thofe ideas which the mind at 
firft forms within itfelf, he alfo receives this name, not only 
becaufe he is the exprefs image of the Father, but becaufe 
all the purpofes of the Father are both declared by him, 
and outwardly accomplithed, as in the creation of the world, 
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the covenant made with their fathers, &c. It being thus 
neceflary to fuppofe, that all the counfels of the Father’ 
were laid in him, which they might alfo learn from the 
perfonality afcribed to W2z/dom, they would conceive that . 
he was called the Word and Wifdom of the Father, to repre- 
fent their perfect unity of effence, defign and operation. 

That they actually formed this opinion, 1s evident, efpe- 
cially from the language of Philo. Therefore, he defcribes 
the Logos from the refemblance of an Architect, forming 
an idea of a building in his mind, before conftructing it. 
Then, to exprefs the unity of the divine effence and coun- 
fels, he adds; ‘* As the preconceived plan of the building 
“in the mind of the architect has no exiftence externally, 
« but is ftamped upon the mind of the artift; in like man- 
“« ner, this world of ideas has no place but the divine Logos, 
‘who difpofes all things *.” This agrees with the ac- 
count that our Lord gives of himfelf; No one knoweth the 
Father, but the Son. 

Thus conceiving of all the counfels of the Father as 
formed in and with his Word, 1s it ftrange that they fhould. 


at times recur to the very idea that gave birth to this in- 
terpretation,—that of the inward operation of the mind, 
before outward action or expreflion? Their perfonifying 
the Memra, in general, when applied to God, laid them un- 
der no necellity of doing fo, at leaft in a proper fenfe, when 
they ufed this expreflion with refpect to man. As little did 
the fimple application of ıt to man reftrict them as to the 
fenfe in which they were to apply it to' God. For, in all 
languages, the fame words are ufed in various fenfes. So- 
cinians have, of all men, leaft reafon to plead this invari- 
able unity of language, as they afirm that thofe words. 
which are moft facred among all nations, the very names of 


God, 


* De Mundi Opific. Earl. Opin, vol. i. p. 4, 
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God, are often applied, without any exception, and without 
any marks of diftinction, to mere creatures. Therefore, by 
a parity of reafon, it might be urged that, becaufe the nanie 
JEHOVAH 1s, according to their theory, fometimes given 
to a created angel, we are never to undèrftand it in any o- 
ther fenfe. Nay, with refpect to the very word Logos, 
might it not with equal jufinefs be afferted, that becaufe it 
fometimes fignifies fpeech, ıt ought invariably to be under- 
ftood in this fenfe? Indeed, ıt would not only be doing 
the fame jultice to the Gofpel of John, that is done by So- 
cinians to the Paraphrafes, but perhaps as near the real {enfe 
as their own interpretation, were a new theorift to plead 
that, becaufe /ogos in Scripture often fignifies /peech, we 


were bound to interpret the introdution to that Gofpel in 
this fenfe; “ In the beginning was /peech,” Se. 


It has been obferved, that the Paraphrafts defcribe the 
Word in language analogous to that of the poftle John, 
when he fays that te Word was with God. For they {peak 
of him as “ the Word from before the Lord, or which is 
“ before the Lord.” Thus Onkelos paraphrafes, Gen. xxxi. 


22. ‘* And the Word from before the Lord came to La- 
“ban:” and Exod. xx. 1g. ‘ Let not the Word from be- 
‘© fore the Lord {peak with us, left we die *.” This mode 
of expreflion affords the moft unqueftionable evidence of a 
perfonal diftinction. Maimonides humfelf, anxious as he was 
to obf{cure all thofe paflages of Scripture that imply a di- 
vine plurality, and to conceal every evidence of the Jews 
having ever held this doctrine, durft not venture fo far as 


Dr P. He had not boldnefs enough to aflert that, with.the 
Chaldee interpreters, the Word of God was merely “ fy- 


“ nonymous to God” himfelf. He knew that the Tar- 
gums afforded fuch unqueftionable evidence of the intro- 
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duction of a diftinét perfon under this defignation, that e- 
very one of his countrymen, who was 1n the leaft acquaint- 
ed with them, would give him the lie. Therefore, he finds 


himfelf reduced to the miferable fhift of pretending that, 
when the Paraphrafts {peak of the Word of the Lord, and 


ufe this expreflion where the name of God occurs in the o- 
riginal, they mean to defcribe a created angel *. 

This objeé&tion, however, is by no means new. It has 
been hackneyed by writers of the fame perfuafion for 


more than a century ¢. All that it proves, is what we 


do not wifh to deny, that the term mezra does not always 
denote the perfonal Word. ` 


But this objection makes its appearance with a very bad 
grace, after the Doctor has been obliged to confefs that Phi- 


lo, a writer of the fame nation, of the fame principles, and 
nearly of the fame age, gives a real, although, as is pre- 
tended, only an occafional perfonality tothe Logos. While 
this is granted with refpect to Philo, who can believe that 
not one of the Paraphrafts, on any occafion, ufes a fynony- 
mous term in the fame fenfe? What would be thought of 
any writer in a fucceeding age, who fhould affert that, al. 
though Mr Lindfey denied perfonality to the Holy Spirit, 
Dr Prieftley, a member of the fame unitarian church, was 
always to be underftood in a fenfe directly oppofite ; be. 


caufz in fome inftances he had {poken of the Spirit in Jan. 


guage that might imply perfonal agency >? Undoubtedly, a- 
ny man of fenfe would fay; ‘“ It is unnatural to fuppofs, 


“ that there fhould have been any diverfity of opinion be, 


tween thefe gentlemen on this point; the doétrine of one 


“ perfon 


* Et fuit Verbum Domini ad me, &e, Fieri quoque poteft, meo judi, 
cio ut Onkelos per vocem Elohim 
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“ perfon in deity being the very bafis of their fyftem. 
“ But let us try, if there be not other expreflions in the 
 Doétor’s works, which fhew that he entertained fuch 1- 
s deas of the Spirit as were totally incompatible with per- 
 fonality.’’ Let the queftion before us be brought to the 
fame iflue. Ifit fhall appear that the Targumifts afferted 
{uch things concerning the Word of the Lord, as cannot be 
applied to God the. Father, and as, at the fame time, imply 


$ 


real perfonality and divine, perfection; it muft neceflarily 
follow that, on thefe occafions, at leaft, they fpake of a per- 
fon, in the divine effence, diftinct from the Father. 

They find the Word inthe very firft appearance of God 
after the fall. That expreflion, They heard the voice of the 
Lord God walking in the garden, Gen. ii. 8. ts rendered, 
‘© They heard the Word, &c.” All the Targums agree in 
this view of the paflage: and that of Jerufalem begins the 
next verfe in this manner; ‘“ And the Word of the Lord 
‘© God called unto Adam.” Another exprefles the mean- 


ing of the verfe ftill more copioufly; ‘ They heard the 
“ voice of the Word of the Lord God walking.” It feems 


moft natural, indeed, to underftand this language of a per- 
fon. For even the modern Jews cannot deny, that the par- 
ticiple, wa/king, immediately refers to the vozce, and not to 
the Lord God*. Walking is undoubtedly the attribute of a 
perfon, and not of a mere vozce: The author of Tzeror 
Hammor makes this obfervation on the place: “ Before 
“« they finned, they faw the Glory of the bleffed God f{peak- 
« ing with pzm,” that is, with God; “ but after their fin, 


“« they only heard the Voice walking t? This writer un- 
doubtedly underftood the Vozce as a diftinét perfon, the 
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fame whom he before calls the Gory. And the latter is 
one of the perfonal characters of the Meffiah, Ifa. xl. 5. 
Ix 1. 

The Alemra is evidently defcribed as one Jent. The 
words of Elijah, 1 Kings xviii. 24. I will call on the name 
of the Lord, &c. are thus paraphrafed by Jonathan ; “I will 
“ pray in the Name of the Lord, and he fhall fend his 
« Word.” The Paraphraft could not refer to any 
meffage from God. For it was not an anfwer by word, 
but by fire, that Elijah expected. It has never been pre- 
tended, either by Socinians, or by the orthodox, that God 
the Father is faid to be fent. If there be but one Divine 
Perfon, by whom ts he fent ? 

We learn from Gen. xvi. 7. &c. that the Angel of the 
Lord found Hagar by a fountain of water; that he faid, I 
will multiply thy feed exceedingly, and that Jhe called the 
Name of Jenova that [pake to ber, Thou God feeft me. It 
is evident, that Hagar confidered the perfon who addrefled 
her as divine. Philo afferts that it was the Word who ap- 
peared to her *. Jonathan gives the fame view ; “ She contel- 
“ fed before the Lord JeEHovan, whofe Word had fpo- 
«ken to her.” With this the Jerufalem Targum agrees: 
“ She confetled and prayed to the Word of the Lord, who 
“ had appeared to her.” It 3s vain to fay, in the Socinian 
fenfe, that God himfelt is here meant. For the Paraphraits 
muft have known from the text, that the perfon {poken of 
is called an Angel. Ifthe Father be meant, how 1s he cal- 
led an Angel? We may be told, indeed, that a mere angel 
often affumes the name, and claims the attributes of JEHO- 
vVAH. Hutitis not credible that the ancient Jews, who 
were fo fuperftitioufly tender of the name JEHOVAH, that 
they would neither pronounce nor write it, left they fhould 
take it in vain, would ever think of conferring it, or ima- 

gine 
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gine that it was conferred by God, on a created angel. 


‘When, therefore, they call this angel the Word, it argues a 
conviction, that he was both diftinét from the Father, and 
equal to him. According to the text, he who addreffed 
‘Hagar was JEHOVAH, who could multiply her feed ; and yet 
an Angel. According to the paraphrafes, this Angel was 
the Word, who was at the fame time the object of prayer. 
Before Dr P. can fhew that a perfonal Word is not ‘here 
meant, he muft prove, firft, that God, effentially confider- 
ed, may be an Angel or one fent ; and fecondly, that this 
was the opinion of the Chaldee Paraphrafts. As according 
to the doctrine afcribed to Philo, this was certainly one of 
thefe occafions on which the Logos was a perfon, the Doc- 
tor would alfo need to give his reader a fatisfying reafon 
why he muft underftand the Paraphrafts, writing on the 
fame fubject, and ufing the fame mode of-expreflion, in fo 
very different a fenie. | 

They defcribe the Word as a Mediator. Tt is faid, Deut. 
av. 7. For what nation ts there fo great, who hath God fo 
nigh unto them as the Lord our God 1s in all things that we 
call upon him for? Jonathan gives the following para- 
phrafe of the paflage; ‘“ God is near in the name of the 
« Word of the Lord.” Again, we find this paraphrafe on 
Hof. iv. 9. ‘ God will receive the prayer of Ifrael by his 
“« Word, and have mercy upon them, and will make them 
“« by his Word like a beautiful fig-tree.”’ And on Jer. 
xxix. 14. “ I will be fought by you in my Word, and I 
“ will be enquired of through you by my Word *.” Ac- 
cording to the Jerufalem Targum on Gen. xxi. 33. Abra- 
ham, at Beerfheba, ‘‘ prayed in the name of the Word 
“ of the Lord, the God of the world 4.” But it 1s incon- 
celvable, that the Paraphrafts did not here mean to defcribe 


D 4 the 


* See Bedford’s Serm. p, 252. 269, 
3 Ibid. p. 268. 
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the Word as a Mediator ; efpecially as we know that the 
ancient Jews, when fupplicating God, intreated that he 
would “ look on the face of his Anointed; and have 
alfo feen that Philo, nearly cotemporary with fome of the 
Paraphrafts, exprefsly declared his faith in the Word, as 


the Mediator between God and man. 

They {peak of atonement as made by this Memra. On 
Deut xxx. 43. Jonathan obferves; ‘‘ God will atone by 
« his Word for his land, and for his people, even a people 
« faved by the Word of the Lord.” This exactly corre- 
fponds with what we have extracted from Philo, concern- 
ing the Word as an High-prietft. | 

They defcribe the Memra as a Redeemer, and fometimes 
as the Me/fiah. Thefe words, Gen. xlix. 18. I bave wait- 
ed for thy falvation, are thus paraphrafed in the Jerufalem 
Targum ; “ Our father Jacob faid thus; My foul expects 
“ not the redemption of Gideon the fon of Joafh, which is 
“« a temporal falvation; nor the redemption of Samfon, 
«& which is a tranfitory falvation ; but the redemption which 
thou didit promife fhonld come through thy Memra to thy 
“ people. This falvation my foul waits for.” In the bleffing 
of Judah, v. 10.._12, particular mention 1s made of the King 
Mefhiah. Itis a ftriking proof that by the Memra they 
meant him who was to appear as the Mefliah, that in the 


Targum of Jonathan, v.18. 1s thus rendered; *¢ Our Fa- 
‘ ther Jacob faid, I do not expect the deliverance of Gide- 
“ on the fon of Joafh, which is a temporal falvation ; nor 
‘ that of Samfon the fon of Manoah, which is a tranfient 
“ falvation. But I expect the redemption of the Meffiah 
** the Son of David, who thall come to gather to himfelt 
“ the children of Ifrael.” It is evident that the one para- 
phraft has copied from the other: and as the one puts 


Meffiah for Memra, it cannot well be denied that they had 
confidered bath terms as denoting the fame perfon. 


3 We 
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We have a remarkable promife, Lev: xxvi. 12. I w:⁄ walk 
among you, and will be your God, and ye foall be my people. 
The paflage, viewed in its connection, feems evidently to 
refer to the great gift of the Mefliah. God promifes, ver. 8. 
L will eftablib my covenant with you. Even fome of the 
later Jews underftand this of the new covenant, which God 
was to make with Ifrael and Judah, foretold by Jeremiah, 
chap. xxxi. 31. Rabbi Solomon, and the author of Peféta, 
are mentioned as of this opinion®™. God alfo declares, ver. 11. 


d will fet my tabernacle amongft you. He had already done 
fo, as to the letter. But this promife evidently has a far- 


ther reference. Thence, the ftriking coincidence ,between 
it and the words of the Evangelift, has been remarked by 
interpreters. John fays, The Word was made fle/h, and tc- 


unvagev. ev nav, tabernacled among us, chap.1.14. This is 
the eflence of the promife; and the very expreflion 1s re- 


markably confonant to that of the Septuagint, in the paflage 


under confideration, @nzw Tyv FUNNY U8 ey Ube 

There 1s every reafon to think, that the ancient Jews 
difcerned the Mefliah here. Jonathan gives the following 
paraphrafe of ver. 12. “ I will be your God, and my Word 
‘© fhall be unto you God the Redeemer.” That expref. 
fion, ver. g. J will have refpet unto ycu, is rendered by On- 
kelos; “ I will look upon you in my Word :” and that in 
ver. 11. My foul fhall not abhor you, he thus glofles ; «« My 
« Word fhall not abhor you.” The Memra is introduced 
here, without any verbal reference to 1t in the original, no 
lefs than thrice in the courfe of four verfes. This certainly 
argues a ftrong conviction in the mind of the Paraphratt, 
that the paflage referred to the promifed Deliverer. Socini- 


ans them{elves will grant, ‘in words at leaft, that it is only zz 
Jefus Chrift that God looks on finful men with compla- 
cency, 
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cency. The Word of God gave the moft aftonifhing proof 
that he did not abhor his people, when he tabernacled a- 
mong them. 

They defcribe this Memra as onlp-begotten, and in this 


character as the Creator. That remarkable verfe, Gen. 111. 
22. The Lord God faid, Behold the man is become as one of 


us, 1S paraphrafed in avery fingular manner: * The Word 


‘6 of the Lord faid, Behold, Adam whom I have created, 1s 
“ the only-begotten in the world, as | am the omly-begotten 


in the higheft heavens *.” The language ‘here afcribed 
to the Memra, with what reference to the text avails not 
in the prefent inquiry, 1s applicable to a perfon only ; and 
it will not be pretended by our opponents that it can apply 
to the Father. The perfon intended was believed to be “ the 
“ only-begotten Word.” How nearly does this language ap- 
proach to that of infpiration! In the beginning was the 
Word.—All things were made by him.—We beheld bis glory, 
the glory as of the only-begotten of the Father, John 1.1. 3. 
¥4.—The word above rendered, J have created, is under- 


ftood in the fecond perfon by Glaflius +. For he reads it, 


creaftz. But it makes no material difference. For in which 


way foever the expreffion be rendered, it clearly proves the 


Paraphraft’s belief of the diftin@ion of the Word from the 
Father. 

It is not denied that Philo often applies this character of 
only-begotten to the Logos. 

If, therefore, the Paraphrafts defcribe the Memra as one 
fent, as a Mediator, as one by whom atonement 1s :made, as 
a Redeemer and the Mefliah, and as only-begotten ; it is 
undeniable that they do not mean God the Father. If, 
notwithftanding, they afcribe perfonal and divine characters 


to the Word, which Dr P. cannot deny, they muft mean 2 
diftinét perfon in the divine eflence. 
Many 


* Targ. Hierofol. ap. Pfeiffer: Theol. Judaic. p. 886, 
+ Philol, Sacr. lib. i. p. 24. 
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Many other paffages, to the fame purpofe, might have 
been quoted from the Targums. But thefe, we apprehend, 


are {ufficient to fatisfy any who are not determined to fhut 
their eyes againit evidence. 


Mahomet, to whom the Socinians have pleaded kin- 
dred *, may furely be fuftained as an impartial witnefs. It 
was not his objeét to exalt Jefus Chrift. Yet he was fo 
fully convinced, from the writings of the Old Teftament, 
and from the general doctrine of the ancient Jews, that this 
character belonged to him, that he calls him the Word of 
God +. 

Before leaving this part of our fubject, we may attend to 
what Dr P. has objected to the evidence, that the Para- 


phrafts reckoned the Memra and the Mefliah the fame per- 
fon. He founds his objection on the words of Jonathan, 


who fays, that “ the Meffiah and Mofes will appear at the 
« end of the world, the one in the defart, and the other at 


‘¢ Rome, and that the Word, or Logos, will march between 
“ them +.” Francis Taylor, the firft who feems to have ob- 
jected this as a proof that they did not intend one perfon by 
thefe two names, gives an an{wer to his own objection. For 
he adds; ‘ It is probable, that, as the Jews acknowledge a 


“« twofold Meffiah, they might intend to point out the 
« humble and afflicted one by the name Me/fias, and the o- 


“ ther, whom they expect as a triumphant conqueror, by 
“ that of Memra ||” But thefe words might be meant 
merely to fignify that, as the difpenfation of the Law was 
under the adminiftration of the Mcemra, that of the latter 

day 


* See their Epiftle to Ameth ben Ameth, prefixed to Lefslie's Socin. 
Controverfy. 
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day íhould be fo alfo; or, that he fhould be the centre of 
union between the Law and the Gofpel. Thus, it may be 
viewed as fimilar to that of Philo concerning the fame 1l- 
lu{trious perfon. When he fays that he is “the middle be- 
“© tween two extremes,” God and man, he does not mean 
to deny his Deity, but to affert his mediatory character. 
He reprefents him as uniting both. I cannot think that 
the Memra is here meant as a diftinét perfon. For al- 
though Mofes is {uppoled to ride on one cloud, and the Mef- 
fiah on another, thisis not afferted of the Memra. According 
to Bafnage, to whom Dr P. refers, the Memra 1s faid to | 
wale or march. But Bafnage himfelf refers to Pfeiffer, who 
quotes the Targumift as fimply faying, “ And the Memra 
“ between both *.” 

But as this feems to be the only paflage of the kind that 
can be produced, in what way foever it be explained, it is not 
of fufficient weight in oppofition to a multitude to the con- 
trary. Inftead of arguing fram a fingle paflage in which 
the writer feems to difcover fome confufion, on a fubyett 
which he could not underftand, while a ftranger to the ac- 
complifhment of the great promife ; we may rather wonder 
that, in other places, he exprefles himfelf fo clearly. For 
we have feen that this very writer accounted the redemp- 
tion of the Mefliah the fame with that of the Memra. 

With refpect to the objection, I fhall only add, that al- 
though we were certain that the Paraphraft meant that the 
Memra and Mefliah were different perfons, ıt would be un- 
fair to judge, by this circumitance, of the meaning of all 
the other Chaldee interpreters. For it feems evident that 
the Paraphrafe on the five books of Mofes, afcribed to Jona- 
than Ben Uzziel, was not written for feveral centuries af- 

ter 


% In fine mundi Mofes e medio deferti exibit, et rex Meas e medio 
Roma2e, alter in nubis unius, alter in alterius culmine equitabit, et verbum 
Domini inter utrumque, Ibid. 
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ter his time. For it mentions Conftantinople and Lombar- 
dy *, Now, it is well known that the later Jews in gene- 


ral, in their notions concerning the Mefliah, have deviated 
much farther from the faith of Chriftians, than their pre- 


deceffors. It has been already feen, that the Paraphratts in- 
terpret what is faid of the Augel of the Lord who addrefled 
Hagar, of the Word. But this is not a folitary inftance. 
For they give the fame account of the Angel who de- — 
ftroyed Sodom, of the Angel who went before the Ifraelites 


in the cloudy pillar, and of him who deftroyed the Affyri- 
ans t. While Philodefcribes the Word as an Angel, they 
declare the Angel of the Lord to be the Word. Thus, it un- 


doubtedly appears that both Philoand the Paraphraits mean 


the fame perfon. 
It is well known that many read the words of Eve, on 


occafion of the birth of Cain, Z have obtained the man the 
Lord, Gen. iv. 1. apprehending that fhe confidered this e- 
vent as the accomplifhment gt the promife concerning the 
feed of the woman. But whatever was the meaning of our 
common parent, it deferves our particular attention, that 


the Paraphraft renders the whole verfe in the following 
manner: “ And Adam knew his wife Eve, who defired 


« the Angel; and fhe conceived and bare Cain, and faid I 
« have obtained a man,” or, “ the man, the Angel of the 
« Lord.” As ehovah is the word ufed in the original, we 
cannot conceive that the interpreter fhould have given this 


paraphrafe, had he not known thatit was believed by his 


countrymen, that he who was revealed in fcripture as the 
Angel of the Lord was ehovah, or the true God, and alfo 
that he was to be incarnate as the Angel of tie covenant, or 


Meffiah. 
That by the Word the Paraphrafts underftood the Mef- 
fiah, is evident from their interpretation of thefe words, 


Pfal. 


* Prideaux’s Connect. Part 2. b. 8. p. 418. 
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Pfal. cx. 1. The Lord fuid unto my Lord, Sit thou at my 
right hand, &c. Jonathan renders them, “ The Lord faid 


« unto his Word.” Nothing can be more clear, than that 
the Jews in general, during our Saviour’s miniftry, under- 
ftood this paflage of the Mefliah. Not one of the Pharifees, 
however much puzaled, as our author expreffes it, objected 
to this as the true meaning, Math. xxii. 41.—46. It 1s 
therefore contrary to all the rules of interpretation, to fup- 
pofe that Jonathan underftood the language in a different 
fenfe. It may indeed fuit a Socinian intellect, to confider 
it as the meaning of the Paraphraft, that Fehovah {poke to 
himfelf; that he defired himfelf to fit at his own right hand ; 
that he engaged to himfelf, to make his enemies his-foot- 


{tool ; that he {ware to himfelf, that he fhould be a prieft for 
ever, &c. For it is natural for thofe, who are themfelves 


under the empire of folly, to endeavour as far as poflible to 
aflimilate every other to themfelves. All this abfurdity 
muft follow ; 1f, according to the Socinian hypothelis, by 


the Word the Paraphrafts fimply mean God 4zm/elf, that is, 
the Father, as the only perfon in Deity. 


CHAP. VI. 


The Doétrine of the Jews concerning the name JE HOVAH,; 
the Angel METATRON, and the TRINITY. 


HE Jewith Cabbalifts,” our author obferves, e might 
c< eafily admit that the Mefhah might be called Fe. 


“ Lovah, without fuppofing that he was any thing more than 
“‘ a man, who had no exiftence before his birth. That it 
muft have been the mere zame and not the zature of God, 


‘ that the Jews fuppofed their Meffiah to partake of, is all 
A “ that 


éé 
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‘s that can be admitted in the cafe. Several things in the 
s Scriptures are called by the name of Jehovah; as Jeru- 
“ falem,—is called Fehovab our righteoufnefs; but this ne- 
‘¢ ver led the Jews to fuppofe that there were two Jeho- 
“ vahs, a greater and a lefs *.” Itis fo far good that the 
Doétor admits, that the Jews afcribed the name of God to 
the Meffiah. We fhould not have had fuch a conceflion, 
had he not found that there was noevafion. He afterwards 
mentions a Jewifh writer, “ who laughs at the pretenfions 
“ of Chriftians to bring proofs of the Trinity from the cab. 
“ bala +.” But even the lefs ancient Jews would have 
laughed at the Doctor’s pretending that they would give the 
name ‘febovah to a mere man. Maimonides {peaks the fen- 
timents of the whole nation when he'‘fays; “The Name of 
s four letters has no known etymology ; nor Is it communi- 
« cated to another. And there is no doubt that the glori- 
“ ous name, which, as you know, it is not lawful to utter, 
“ unlefs in the fanctuary, and by the holy priefts alone in 
“ their benediction, as alfo by the high priefts on the day of 
“ atonement; that, I fay, ht refpeéts fomething in which 
“« there is no communication between God and man f.” 
Kimchi, explaining thefe words, Ifa. xlii. 8. Febovab, that 
18 my name, paraphrafes them in thismanner; “ That name 
x is proper to me.” Thence the Jews are wont to call it 


the 


* Vol. iii. p. 44. + Ibid, p. 47. 


t Sed illum Nomen, cujus literæ funt, Iod He Vau He, non habet 
etymologiam notam, neque communicatur alteri. Ac nullum eít du- 
dium, quin gloriofum iftud Nomen, quod, ut nofti, non proferre licet, 
nifi in Santuario, et a facerdotibus Dei fanctis folum in benedictione 
facerdotum, ut et a facerdote magno in die jejunii, quin, inquam, do- 
ceat de re aliqua, in qua inter Deum et alia, nulla prorfus eft commu- 
aicatio, &c. More Nevochim, Pars i. cap. 61, 


64 Doétrine of the Jews ‘Book I. 


the proper name of God. The fame writer, on Hof. xu. 5. 
Febovab his memorial, obferves; ‘* In the name F/, and E- 
« Johim, he communicates with others ; butinthis name he 
« does not communicate with any one.” Aben Ezra, on 
Ex. ill. 14. is at great pains to {hew that this name 1s pro- 


per to God *. 
But whatever were the opinion of the Jews, did it op- 


pofe the teftimony of God, it could be of no more weight 
in the argument, than their rejection of him whom the Fa- 


ther hath fent. God exprefsly teftifies, in many places, 
that this name is his peculiar: and {hall we refufe to be- 


lieve him? He made himfelf known to his people by the 
name Febovah, to exprefs his nature, and to dftiinguifh him 
from all whom he called gods, or who were fo called by others. 
When, therefore, this name was, in compofition, impofed 
om a place, there could be no danger of its being miftaken 
by them for God, or being fuppofed to poffefs divine na- 
ture ; and thus, no danger of the original defign of this dif- 
tinctive name being defeated. But as the idolatry of the 
world in general confilfted in deifying intelligent creatures, 
had he permitted this name to be given to any fuch, he 
would have defeated his own defign in the ufe of it, and 


would himfelf have fignally contributed to idolatry +. 
When God claims this name to himfelf, it is direétly in op- 
polition to every other nature, to which the folly of man- ` 
kind might afcribe divinity. My glory will I not give to 
another, Ifa. xlu.8. This name could not be conferred on 
a perfon of an inferior nature, without robbing God of his 


glory, or transferring fome {hare of it to the creature thus 
denominated. 


* Vid. Hoornbeck Socin, Confut. tom. ii, p. 97. 
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denominated. Whether angel or man, being a fubject ca- 
pahle of intellectual and moral perfection, he would be 


fuppofed to poflefs fome peculiar excellency, entitling him 
to the divine name: and when ıt was found that this was 
conferred by God himfelf, ıt would be fcarcely poffible to 
withhold divine honour, or to believe that it could be dif- 
agreeable to him who had conferred it. But when it was 
ufed in compofition, in the names of places, inftead of 
having this tendency, ıt was folely meant to afcribe the 
glory to‘febovah, who had manifefted himfelf there ; nay, d1- 
rectly tended, in the conftant remembrance of his people, to 
appropriate it wholly to him, to the exclufionof every other. 

The argument from Jerufalem being called ‘Jehovah our 
righteoufne/s, is of no weight. For the natural verfion of 
the words is, And this ts he who fhail call her, “fehbovah our 
Righteoufnefs, Jer. xxxiii. 16. The word ca//, in this 
place, does not refer either to the name of the Meffiah, or 
of Jerufalem ; but to his work of calling her to a parti- 
cipation of New Covenant bleflings. But although this 
name were given to Jerufalem, nothing more could be ur- 
ged from this circumftance, than from the ufe of thofe com- 
pound names already confidered. 

Thus, when Dr P. fays, ‘* That it muft have been the 
“ mere name, and notthe zacure of God, that the Jews fuppo- 
‘© fed their Meffiah to partake of ;” he fuppofes them not on- 
ly to contradict themfelves, but the word of God. The Doc- 
tor adds very jultly, concerning the name being given to fe- 
veral things; ** This never led the Jews to fuppofe, that there 
« were two -Jehovahs, a greater anda leis.” This 1s the very 
thing that has always pinched them in their difputes with the 
Chriftians. They know that this name cannot be properly g1- 
ven to another, without acknowledging him to be God. Find- 
ing that ıt is given to the Meffiah, while they oppofe the 


dottrine of the Trinity, they know not what to make of it. 
VoL. I. E Our 
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Our author’s fubfequent reafoning, in reply to the texts 
quoted by Bifhop Pearfon, and what has been advanced by 
Mr Taylor of Portfmouth, is both trifling and unfair. 
“« Nothing,” he fays, ‘* can be more expreisly declared 


‘¢ than that there is but one Jehovah; and in the paflages 
“ quoted by Bilhop Pearfon, there is no intimation of 


« there being two Jehovahs; fo that if the Meffiah be Je- 
‘ hovah, there muft have been no other being above him, 


“ which Mr Taylor would not, fuppofe.” No Trinitarian 
can fuppofe that there is a “ Being above” the Meffiah. 


For the Meah is not a diftinét being from God. | He is 
only one perfon in the divine nature, fuftaining a relation’ 
different from that which eflentially belongs to him. The 
Father ts above him, not in a perfonal, but only ina federal 
refpect. His inferiority, being voluntary,’ cannot deprive 
him of his effential dignity. When the Mefhah, there- 
fore, is called ‘fehovah, it 13 not as another being than 
God, but as another perfon than the Father; originally 
pofieffinz this name in common with him, and invetted 
with an office which neceffarily fuppofes this. For it is 
not a name peculiar to one perfon, but expreffive of the 
undivided nature. 

We fhall now confider what the Door advances con- 


cerning the angel Metatron. “< The moft,’ he fays, 
‘ that I fhould be difpofed to infer from what the Jewih 


‘© Cabbalifts have faid on the fubjeét would be, that this 
‘“* Metatron was fomething fimilar to what Philo reprefents 


s the Logos as being, namely ah efflux of the divinity, 
‘but no dezug or perfon, permanently diflinguifhed from 


“him.” But we have already fhown, that’ Philo enter- 
tained no fuch idea. This is the moft that Dr P. is « dif- 


““ pofed to infer 3” not becaufe he has any folid grounds for 
fuch an inference, but becaufe he 1s wzwzlling to make any 
other, as #t would greatly injure his caufe. But as far as 


2 we 
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we can obferve, he cahnot produce a fingle proof; that any 
of the Cabbaliftic' writers formed the idea of occafional per- 
fonality. They had very abfurd ideas concerning angels ; 
but they were of fuch a nature, as to exclude this {pecies 
of abfurdity. For fome of them apprehended that they 
were corporeal * They reckoned angels of two kinds, 
corruptible and permanent. Thofe were called corruptib/e, 
which were fuppofed to be corporeal, as deriving their ex- 
iftence from generation. 5o far were they from fuppoting 
them to be emanations from the divine nature ¢. Bainage, 
our author’s great authority in Jewifh matters, contradicts 
him here. For, according to his account, the Cabbalitts 
aflert, that from Metatron all the angels ‘“ derive their 
‘* lives, and all other advantages and comforts.” 
Now, it is difficult to conceive that Ae fhould be the fource 
of being to-perfons conftantly exifting, and fupport them 
in it. Who is himfelf only an occafional perfon. But indeed, 
thefe writers exprefsly declare that ‘* he is exalted above 
“ them all, continually beholding the face of God, and 
“ diftributing ‘to them every day bread convenient for 
“ them $.” 

The Door juftly obferves, that there ‘* 1s little de- 
“ pendence on the whimfical and uncertain notions of thefe 
« Jewilh Cabbalifts $.” But their fingular afcriptions to 
the ange! Metatron, although they fhould not prove that 
they coniidered him as the foul of the Mefhiah, clearly e- 
nough demonftrate that, to their conviction, the Scripture 
contained various afcriptions to an angel, which they could 


not with propriety interpret of a mere creature. There- 


E 2 fore, 


* Bafnage Hift. b. iv. c. 9. 
t Maimonid, More NeVoch, Par, ii. c. 6, 
4 Ba(nage, b. iv, c, 8. $ Vol. iit. p, 45. 


68 Doétrine of the Yews =- Booki 


fore, they faid that the name of God was in this angel. 
Dr P., indeed, quotes Bafnage, as fhewing that this 
‘ means nothing more than that the letters of the word 
« Metatron, and thofe of Shadat, confidered as numerals, 
It was natural 
for the Cabbalifts, according to their ufual manner, to ad- 


2 


‘6 exprefs the fame number, viz. 314.’ 


vert to this circum{tance. But we mutt attend to their de- 
fign. This was to fupport their doctrine of the myftery 
of the perfon. For when they found a myftery in a name, 
they underftood it as expreflive of a further, and a more 
important, myftery. The learned are ‘greatly divided as 
to the origin of this name; fome deriving it from the He- 
brew, others from the Greek, and others fuppofing it to 
be a corruption of the Latin word Metator, or of Medi- 
ator. It feems moft probable, that they adopted the name 
as correfponding, in numerals, with Sadaz; and that this 
correfpondence was the reafon of their adopting it, that 
thus they might exprefs the character of that angel of 
whom it is faid, My name ts in him ; Shadat being one of 
the names of God. They do not feem to have inferred 
the doctrine from the name, but to have chofen the name 
to fuit the doctrine. The former might be fuppofed, if 
that of God’s name being in this angel, were the only pe- 
cular afcription. But this is far from being the cafe. iven 
according to Bafnage, it was he who, by the Jewith ac- 
counts, wrefitled with Jacob. Now, thefe writers muft 
have known that this angel 1s exprefsly called God. 

In the Gemara of Babylon, thefe words are explained ; 
Whom fball he teach knowledge, and whom fall he make to 
underftand dottrine? Them that are weaned, &c. Ifa. xxvii. 


9. This work is firft afcribed to God. Then.it is faid; 
“ But who taught them from the beginning?” that is, as 


che patiage is underitood, beforetne dettruction of the tem- 
nle. The anfwer is; “ If you pleafe, you may fay, Me- 
** ¢atron 3 


Chap. VI. concerning the Name Febovah, &c. 6g 


‘ tatron; but if you prefer it, 4e hath done both the one 
“ and the other ;” that 1s, God hath taught infants both 


before and fince that event*. They alfo defcribe Meta- 
tron as * the Angel of God’s face or prefence ;” 


performing the functions of a Mediator. For they fay, 
that by him alone we can have accefs to God. They pre- 


and as 


tend, that ‘“* when the tabernacle was erected in the wil- 
‘¢ dernefs, another tabernacle was erected, uzg. that of the 
“ child Metatron, whofe name ıs the fame with the name 


‘¢ of his God.” In this tabernacle, he 1s faid to ‘ offer the 


‘« fouls of the juft, that he may make expiation for I{rael 
‘¢ during the time of his captivity +.” When Bafnage is 
quoted, as ‘ fhewing that he 1s the fame with the angel 


“ Michael,” Dr P. might alfo have mentioned that, ac- 
cording to the acknowledgment of the fame author, they 


make a God of him ț. The fame is aflertcd by other 


writers§. The Talmudifts fay that this Angel “ hath 


‘¢ power to blot out the fins of Ifrael,”” whence they make 
him “ the Chancellor of heaven ||.” | 

From a conne¢ted view of thefe circumftances, 1t muft 
appear, that the later Jewilh writers found themfelves 


under a neceflity of afcribing perfetions to one ,angel, 
which properly belong to God only. We may alfo ob- 
ferve, that their elevation of this angel above all others, 
is a proof that they did not believe that the names of Deity 
were common even to angels. Their fyftem concerning 
Netatron 1s evidently the beft they could make of thofe 

x 3 paflages 


* Aveda Sara, p. 13. 14. 


¢ Talmud, Chagigah, C. 2. ap. Lampe in Joh, i. 14. Vitringa Obf. 
pac. dy Ts 2 9, 


+ Hift. b. iv. & 9. 
$ Vid. Wolfi Cur. Phil. in Phil. ù. 9. 


` Owen on Heb. vol.i, Ex. x. p. 12r. 
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paffages of fcripture urged by Chriftians in proof of a plu- 
rality of perfons in the Godhead; while, from their hatred 
of Chriftianity, they have generally receded as far as pof- 


fible from this do¢trine. 


To thefe teftimonies it may not be improper to fubjoin 


the words of R. Mofes Gerundenfis Nehmanni, who wrote 
about the year 1220. They illuftrate the fentiments of 
fome of the Jews, even in later times, concerning that 
Angel to whom divine names are given, and divine opera- 
tions afcribed. When explaining Jofh. v. 14. where we 
have an account of the appearance of one as “ Captain of 
“ the Lord’s hoft,” he fays; “ This Angel, 1f we {peak ex- 
“ actly, is the Angel-RKedeemer, of whom it is written, 


“ My Name 1s in him; that very Angel who faid to Jacob, 
t Gen. xxx1. 13. - I am the God of Bethel; he of whom 


“ it is faid, And God called to Mofes out of the bufh, Ex. 


“un. 4. He ıs called an Angel, becaufe he governs the 
‘ world. Foritis written, Deut. vi. 21, The Lord brought 
“ you up out of Egypt; and Num. xx. 6. He Jent his 
“ Angel, and brought you outof Egypt. Befides it is writ- 
“ ten, Ifa. lxill.g: And the Anges of his Face faved them. 
-“ He is that Angel, wiz. who ıs the Face of God; of 
“ whom it is faid, Ex. xxxiii. 14. My Face fhall go, and 
“ Twill give you refi. In fine, he 1s that Angel of whom 
“ the prophet Malachi fays, ch. 11. 1. dad the Lord whom 
ye feck Jhall fuddenly come to his temple, even the Mef- 


“ fenger of the covenant whom ye delight in.’ Again, he 
fays; “ Diligently attend to the meaning of thefe words, 


“« My Face jJball go before thee. For Mofes and the 
“ T{raelites always defired the chief Angel. But who 


“ this was, they could not truly underftand. For neither 
“ did they learn it from others, nor could they fufficiently 


“ attain it by prophefy. But the Face of God fignifies 


‘© God himfelf; which is acknowledged by all interpreters. 
~ « But 
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« But no one can have the leaft notion of thefe things, un- 
« lefs he be truly inftruéted in the myfteries of the law.” 
And again; “ My Face fhall go before you, that is, the 
“ Angel of the covenant whom ‘ye defire, in whom my 
“ Face {hall be feen; of whom it is faid, Iz an acceptable 
“ time have I heard thee: My name isin him: And I will 
“© caufe thee to reft; or I will caufe, that he {hall be gentle 


Neither {hall he lead thee with 
“ rigour, but calmly and mercifully *.”’ 

The reafon given by this writer for the name Angel, 
although true in itfelf, does not clearly exprefs its meaning. 


“ and benign to thee. 


But it contains more than one would apprehend at firit fight. 
For when he fays of the perfon fpoken of, that “ he is 
“ called an Angel, becaufe he governs the world;” it is 
evident, from the fcriptures quoted ın proof of this affer- 
tion, that he efpecially intends his government of the 
Jewifh church, as a Savzour. He fays that “ the Face of 


« God fignifies God him/felf.’ But ıt is not credible, that 


he meant this in our author’s fenfe. He undoubtedly re- 
fers to the unity of eflence between God and this Angel; 
elie why would he avoid a particular explanation, leaving 
the doctrine as a mypftery? If he meant the fame perfon 
with God, there was no myttery, and there could be no 
reafon for leaving the fubje&t abruptly. But fuppofing him 
to mean a plurality in one effence, we difcern a reafon for 
his conduct, of fufficient weight with a Jew. He was 
afraid of affording any handle to the Chriftians. 

But he explains himfelf more fully in the paflage laft 
quoted. Not having abfolutely aflerted the unity of God 
and this Angel, he feems to have been lefs on his guard. 
By applying the words of Malachi to him whom he calls 


the Face of God, it appears that he confidered this perfon 
E 4 as 


* Vid. Poli Synops, in Jofh. v. r4. Owen on the Heb. vol. i. 
LX. X p. 122. 
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as the future Meffiah. But it is undeniable, that he viewed 
this Angel as a diftinét perfon in the divine effence. For 
although he fays that he is God Aim/felf, he introduces God 
as fpeaking to him; nay, as {peaking thefe words, which 
fome of the more learned Jews underftand, as refpecting 
the Melliah, In an acceptable time have I heard thee, Ifa. 
xlix. 8. 

Even Maimonides, at the very time that he is attempt- 
ing to fhew that, when we read of God as appearing, we 
are to underitand it as meant of a mere angel, quotes the 
judgment of Rabbi Chia, although he could not but be 
con{cious that ıt oppofed his fyftem. He gives it every 
advantage, by extolling this Rabbi, as “ one of their moft 
« excellent and greateft wife men.” It refpects what sis 
faid of Jehovah, as appearing to Abraham, when he faw 
three men; and particularly, the folemn addreis of the 
Patriarch to one of the three, My Lord, if now I have 
found grace in thy fight, pafs not away, Å pray thee, 
from thy fervant, Gen. xvi. 3. “ Rabbi Chia fays, that 
“ thefe words of Abraham, were fpoken and directed to 
‘¢ one, and indeed to the chief one among them. This I 
leave to thee, as a-great fecret deferving thy confidera- 
“tion. He fays the fame thing of what we have in the 
“ hiftory of Jacob; dud there wreftled a man with bim, 
“ &c*.”’ Why does he roll the burden of this interpreta- 
tion on Rabbi Chia? It has been common with the later 
Jews, when they introduced any thing favourable to the 
doctrine of a plurality ın the Godhead, to give it on the 
authority of more ancient writers. Thus they fkreen 

themielves 

* R. Chya dicit, quod verba ifta Abrahami; Domine, f nunc inveni 
gratiam in oculis tuis, ne guefo, tranfeas a fervo tuo; quod inquam ifta 
verba ad unum, et quidem: precipuum inter illos, dixerit et direxerit ; 
quod tibi tanguain fecretum magnum, confiderandum relinquo Idem 


dixit de eo quod in hiftoria Jacobi legimus. Et lučatus ef Vir cum iph, 
Stgo More Nevochim, P. 2. cap. 42. p. 310. 
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d 


them{fely >s from the charge of herefy; even when they 
make thofe acknowledgments, which the truth forces from 
‘them. Maimonides, as would feem, mentions this view, 
from a conviction that the maxim generally adopted by 
his brethren in later times, concerning God’s employ- 
ing a created Angel, in the appearances mentioned, could 
not bear them out, in the explanation of a variety of paf- 
fages. But he /eaves tt as a great fecret, evidently wilhing 
to conceal it from the Chriftians. \ 

D. P. feems very certain, that the Jews never entertain- 
ed any ideas of a Trinity. Of a great many paflages in 
their writings, which relate to this doctrine, 1 {hall men- 
tion only a few. Grotius himfelf, although, as fome of 
that party have faid, “ a Socinian all over,” thought fo 
differently from our author, concerning the Jews, that he 
has quoted {fome of their writers, as calling God. three 
lights, and by the name of Father, Son and Holy Ghoit *. 

It has been obferved, that the belief ofa plurality is infinu- 
ated in the queftions propofed in the Talmud, as to the mean- 
ing of that exprefiion, Dan. vu. g. which is rendered in 
our verfion, The thrones were cafi down, but underftood by 
all the Jews, as fignifying that they were /et up. It 1s 
inquired, “ why the throne, on which the Ancient of days 
“ was to fit, is putin the plural?” Various anfwers of a 
trifling kind are given; but the lait is, that “it 1s blaf- 
“ phemy to fet the creature, on the throne of the Creator, 
“ blefled for ever.” The following remarkable words 
form the conclufion; ‘“ If any one can folve this difficulty, 
« let him do it; if not, let him go his way, and not at- 
tempt it +.” 

To the fame purpofe is the converfation between R. 
Jothua, the fon of Levi, and Elias, at the mouth of the 


- cave 


* Leflie’s Socinian Controv. Dial. 1. p. 49. 
t Talmud, Ancient Univ, Hift. vol. iii. p. 13. 
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cave of Rabbi Simeo ` Be Jochai, which is recorded in the 
Talmud. This R. Simeon, with his fon R. Eliezer, are 
faid to have concealed themfelves in a cave, for twelve 
years, -from fear of the emperor Adrian, and to have 
written the books of Zohar and Szphrz in this retreat. 
“ Rabbi Jofhua,” according to the narrative, ‘ inquired of 
‘ Elias, Shall I reach to the future age? He anfwered, If 
‘© that Lord will. For the divinity was prefent with them. 
« Jofhua rejoined; I fee only two, but I hear the voice of 
“< three *.”’ 

| In the ancient work, entitled Badzr, it is faid, that “ by 
“ the threefold repetition of the term Jehovah, we are 
‘ taught, that thefe names of the blefled God, are three 
“ powers, and that every diftiné&t power is like to each 
“ other, and hath the fame name with ıt.” In the fame 
work, thefe words, The Lord reigneth, Pfa. xciil. 1. are 
faid to “ bear witnefs of the three exiftences, (or fubfift- 
hi ences) in the blefled Creator. And the whole being 
‘ clofed (v. 5.) with Fehovakh, the peculiar name of God, 


« intimates that he is the fountain of all, and that from 


a 


a 


“ him are the emanations of all. Thus, in thefe words, 
“ The Lord reigneth, there is a great myltery +. 

Rabbi Bechai alfo {peaks of three degrees or excellencies, 
which are in God. Each of thefe, he fays, 1s called Glory, 
and Pamm or Perfens.t For the word 1s often thus tranflated 

in 

* R. Jehofua filius Levi. reperit Eliam ftantem ad oftium fpelunce, 
R. Simeonis ben Jochai; quefivit ex illo, Perveniamné in feculum futn- 
rum’? Refpondıt, Si voluerit 1fte Dominus. Aderat enim ipfis fancta 
Divinitas (Shechinah), Regeffit Jofua; Binos tantum vidi, fed vocem 


trium audivi. Talmud, cap. ult. Sanhedr, ap. Schicka:rdi Mifhpat Ham- 
melech, cap. 6. p. 187. 


t Bedford’s Serm. p. 62. 


t Judæi tres illas Dei proprietates vocant in libio Jetfira HV wn; 
id eft Hypoftafes, et in libro Schaare Tzedek TOM Ary D535: id 


eft 
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in the Septuagint. “ The firft degree is the fupreme Glory, 
* the fecond the middle, and the third the latter Glory. 
“¢ And this,” it 1s fubjoined, “ is the myftery *.” 

The author of Zohar fays; “ The myftery of Elohim is 
“ this. There are three degrees, and every one of thefe 
“ degrees fubfifts by itfelf: and yet all of them are one, and 
‘¢ knit together in one, nor can one be feparated from the 
“ other +.” Although the Jews induftrioufly avoid the ufe . 
of the word ferfon, Bp. Kidder has obferved the fame thing 
mentioned by Voifin, that, in the book Shaare T/fedek, thefe 
degrees are called per/ons f. The author of Zohar ren- 
ders Deut. vi. 4. in this manner; “ The Lord (or Jehovah) 
“ and our God, and the Lord are one.” In his expofition 
of the paflage, beginning with ‘ehovah, he fays; “ He 
“is the beginning of all things, the Ancient of Ancients, 
« the Garden of Roots, and the Perfection of all things ; 
“ and he is called the Father. The other, or our God, 1s 
“ the Depth, and the Fountain of Sciences, which proceed 
« from that Father, and is called the Son. The other (or 
“ Lord) he is the Holy Ghoff, who proceeds from them 
“ both, and is called the Meafure of the Voice. He zs 


‘“ one; fo that one concludes with the other, and unites 


“ them together. Neither can one be divided from the 
‘ other. And therefore he faith, Hear, O Ifrael, that 1s, 
“& join together this Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghof, 
‘ and make him one effence, and one fubftance. For what- 
‘¢ {oever 1s in the one, is in the cther. He hath been the 


« whole, he is the whole, and he will be the whole.” Thefe 


words are alfo given by Rabbi Markante, which undoubt- 
edly 


et wxpecvwa five Perfimas et Facies intrinfecas, ODT. I. de Voifin ad 
Martini Pug. p. 406. 

* Bedford ibid. t Kidder’s Demonftr. Past in. p. $3. 

t Ibid. p. 85. 
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edly implies his approbation of them *. Wl Dr P. be 
pleafed to grant, that this is the doctrine of the Trinity ? 
Or could he fubfcribe this Jewifh creed, as purely Uni- 
tarian ? 

Bıthop Kidder gives another extract from the comment 
of the author of Zohar, on the fame paflage. ““ This is 
the mwy/tery of him who was before the rocks, and 1s 
united with the dead, the ftem, and the way. By Fe- 
“ hovah,” the firt Jehovah mentioned Deut. vi. 4. “is 
meant the high, ” or “ firit beginning ; ; by the flem is 
meant, the ftem fpoken of, Ifa. xi. the ftem of Jefle; by 


A 
~ 


P 
E 


P. 
oo 


I, 
™~ 


« “tebovah,” laft mentioned in the verfe, “1s meant the 
“ wayt” All writers, Jewilh and Chriftian, having 
viewed the prophefy, Ifa. xi. as refpecting the Meffiah, 


oo 


does it not follow, that this Jew believed in a divine 
Methah ? 
Again, the fame writer fays; “ This 1s the unity of 
“© Fchovah the firft, Elohenu, “fehovah; lo, all of them are 
‘¢ one, and therefore called one; lo, the three names are 
“ asif they were one, and therefore are called one, and 
« they are one. But by the revelation of the Holy Spirit, 
“it is made known, and by the fight of the eye, it may 
‘© be known, that thefe three are one. And this is the 
« myftery of the voice which is heard; the voice 1s one, 
“and there are three things, fire, and {fpirit, and water, 
“ and all of them are one, in the myitery of the voice; 
“ and they are but one: fo here, ‘fYehovah, Elohenu, Fe- 
hovah, they are one; the three forms, modes, or things, 
‘ which are one {.”’ 
They illuftrate this ales by the three names oi the 
foul of man; “ The three powers are all of them one, the 
“ foul 


* Bedrord’s Serm. p. 129. t Demonttr. Part. ui. p. 83. 
tł Zohar_in Num. fol. 67. ap. Gill. 1. Joh. v. 7. 
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“ the foul, fpirit, and breath. They are joined as one ; 
“and they are one: and all is according to the mode of 
“ the fublime myftery *.” 

As in the Cabbaliftic tree, — are ten Sephiroth or 
numbers, the firft is called the chief Crown, and firit Glory, 
whofe effence no creature can comprehend; the fecond 
is called Wifdom, and the intelligence illuminating, the 
Crown of the creation, the Brightnefs of equal Unity, who 
is exalted above every head, and the fecond Glory ; and 
the third, fanciifying Underftanding, the. worker and pa- 
rent of faith. They aflert that thefe three firt numbers 
are intellectual, and not, like the other feven, properties or 
attributes +. On the fame fubject it is faid; “ Between 
‘¢ him who produces, and-thofe who are produced, there 1s 
“< no ditference. But he and they are all one, and the fame 
< eflence ; in which, in three points or monads, are iorm- 
“ ed the Crown, Wifdom, and Underftanding : and in thefe 
“ are comprehended all the reit of the Sephiroth, or Nu- 
“ merations f. Rabbi Judah Levi fays; ‘ Behold the my- 
“ ftery-of the numberer, the number, and the numbered. 
“In the bofom of God it is one thing; in the bofom of 
“ man, three: becaufe he weighs with his underitanding, 
‘¢ and {peaks with his mouth, and writes with his hand ||.” 

I {hall only add that, amidit all the zeal of the Jews for 
the divine unity, the very manner in which they exprefs 
this doctrine implies a conviction of myftery. For it is 
one of the articles of their creed, that “ God 1s one by 
“an unity peculiar to humfelf,” or which hath nothing 

‘“ fimular 


* Id. in Exod. fol. 74. ubi fup. 
f Sepher Jetzina, R. Menahem, ibid. 


ł Afis Rimonim, cap. 11, ap. Jol. de Veifin, Obf. ad Martini Pug. 
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« milar to it *. But if the divine unity neceflarily ım- 
plies a fubfiftence in one perfon, inftead of being peculiar, 
it 1s 
this-article, the Jews undoubtedly wifh to diftinguith the 
unity of God from that of all other beings. But the So- 
cinian creed, in this inftance, 1s evidently framed with an 
exprefs defign to aflimilate the divine nature to every 


juft fučh an unity as belongs to every creature. By 


other. 


CHAP. VII. 


Of the Do&rine of the Fews, in exprefs reference to the 
Merss1aAn, both at the time of our SAVIOUR’s appearance, 
and in fucceeding ages. 


T has been already proved, that Philo afcribes real 
perfonality to the Logos, that he exhibits him as God, 
and that he gives him all the fcriptural characters of the 
Mefliah. We have alfo feen, that the Paraphrafts def{cribed 
the fame perfon under the name of Memra, reprefenting 
him as diftin& from the Father; as his Angel or Meilenger, 
and yet truly God; and applying to him that {criptural 
language, which in their time was univerfally allowed to 
denote the Meffiah. The opinions of fome later Jews, 
concerning the name ‘Yehovah, a plurality in the divine 
eflence, and the Angel whom they call Metatron, have 
been alfo confidered. Thence it appears, that there is no 
juft ground to doubt, that they have {till ad fome tra- 
ditionary belief with reipect to the doctrine of a Tri- 
nity, and that they afcribe to this Angel what they are 
con{cious belongs only to a divine perfon. 


But 
A 

* Ant. Univ. Hit, volil. p. 33. Stehelin’s Tradition of the Jews, 
vol, ii. p. 225. 
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But after all, fome may be apt to fay, that thefe teftr- 
monies are not fo direct as might have been expected in a 


cafe of this nature, and that their relation to the Meah 
is proved only by induction. Although this kind of proof 
is all that can be obtained on many important fubjedts, 
and is of itfelf abundantly fatisfying, when the confequence 
is natural; I {hall produce a few paflages from the wri- 
tings of the Jews, in which they exprefsly declare their fen- 
timents concerning the Meffiah himfelf, or the circum- 
{tances of his appearance. 

The ideas of the Paraphrafts, with refpect to the Mefliah, 
appear from their interpretation of Pfal. xlv. which they 
apply to him by name, ver. 3. It is faid on ver. 12. that 


“ this King fhall defire the beauty of the congregation of - 


“ Ifrael:” and the reafon is, “ For he is thy Lord God, 
and thou fhalt worfhip him *.” 


It has been already feen, that they underitood Pfal. cx. as 
addrefled to the Word, and that not one of the Pharifees 


could refufe the juftnefs of our Saviour’s interpretation, 


when he applied it to the Meffiah. But, even in later 
ages, this Pfalm has been underftood in the fame fenfe. 


R. Saadias Gaon, when explaining thefe words, Dan. vil. 
13. And lo! one like unto the Son of man, came with the 
clouds of heaven, fays; “ This is Mefliah, our righteouf- 
“ nefs, as it is written, The Lord faid unto my Lord, Sit 
“ thou at my right hand,” &ct+. In Midrafch Tehiulim, 
it is obferved, that thefe words, Thou art my Son, Pla. ii. 
are addreffed to the fame perfon, to whom it 1s faid, Sut 
thou at my right hand}. 

Indeed, in this Pfalm, the language is not, Jehovah Jarg 


untc Jehovah, but unto Adona: According to R. Solomon 
Jarchi 


* See Bedford’s Serm. p 383. 
f Raimundi Martini Pugio Fidei, p. 398. 
t Ibid, p. 399. 
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Jarchi, the name donaz 1s holy and proper to God. For, 
commenting on the words of Lot to the Angel who {poke 
to him in the perfon of God, Gen. xix. 19. OB! not fo, 
my Lord, he fays; “ Our Doétors have obferved, that this 
“ name dona 1s holy, becaufe it ıs faid of it, that thou 
“ Jhouldeft fave my life. For he, in whofe power it 1s, to 
“ kill and make alive, 1s God *.” 

Nothing can more clearly prove, that the modern Jews 
fnd themfelves as much at a lofs, as their fathers were, to 
explain the paflage conitftently, without admitting the 
Deity of the Mefliah, than their having recourfe to the 
miferable {hift of applying this Pfalm, as well as the 
fecond, wholly to David, as merely refpecting his fecurity 
from temporal enemies +. Why have they abandoned the 
interpretation univerfally admitted by their anceftors, but 
from a conviction that they cannot grant that it belongs to 
the Methah, in a proper fenfe, to fit on the right hand of 
God, without granting at the fame time that he 1s the 
fellow of the Lord of hofts? . 
= In Midrafch Tillim, Pfal. xxiv. 1. The earth is the Lord’s, 
&c. is thus explained: * JL am the Lord that maketh all 
“ things, that firetched forth the heavens alone, that [preadeth 
“ abroad the earth by myfelf;” or “ by him who zs with 
“me, (Ifa. xliv. 24.) Whoisthis with me? David faid 
‘¢ before the bletled God, fince thou halt created the hea- 

4 vens 


* Ibid. p 398. 


+ Rex David dc feipfo compofuit, cum ejus fervi juraflent non permiffuros 
fefe, ut amplius cum us in acicm fe conferat, 2 Sam. xxt—-Hunc ergo 
Vithaum concepit fub perfona fervorum et fubditorum, jurejurando fuo 
prolibentium eum prodire in aciem ; ficque facienda eft expofitio : Dixit 
Dominus Domino meo Davidi, fede in domo mea, et in dextram 
meam ac robur meum fiduciam reponito, dextia enim Domini foiti- 
tudinem exercet. Eft proinde fenfus: Non opus eft ut tu te in beilum 
ploceas, dextra enim Dei pio te pugnat, atque Deus B. ponet inimicos 
tuos fcabellum pedum tuorum, &c. Chizzonk Emounah, Par. T. cep. 40. 
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“ vens and the earth by thy Name, I afcnibe them to thy 
“ Name, faying, The earth ıs the Lord’s.” But in the 
fame work, the Mefhah is faid to be the Name of God: 
So on Pfal. xviii. 50. Magnifying the fulvations of his King, 
and Jbewing mercy to his Meffiah; “ one f{cripture faith, 
“ Magnifying; and another, a tower; (referring to the 
“ parallel place, 2Sam.xxu. 51. He zs a tower of falvation 
“ to his King). And what is the tower, which 1s made for 
“them? The king Meffiah fhall be as a tower, as it 1s 
“ written, Prov.: xviii. 10. The Name of the Lord is a 
“ ftrong tower: thither the righteous runneth, and ts fafe*.” 
It has been feen, that, according to Philo, the Logos is the 


Name of the Lord. 

In Echa Rabbati on Lam. i. 16. we have thefe words ; 
“ What is the name of the king Meffiah? R. Abba hath 
« faid, JEHOVAH is his name ; as it is declared, Jer. xxiii. 6. 
“ And this is his name, by which they fhall call him, JE- 
“ HovaH our Righteou/ne/s. R. Jofhua ben Levi hath faid, 
“« The Brancos is his name; as it 1s written, Zech. vi. 12. 
« Behold the man whofe name 1s the Brancu. There are 
« fome who fay, The Comforter, the Son of the mighty 


“ God; as itis faid, Lam. i. 16. Becaufe the Comforter— 
“2s far from me. Thofe of the houfe of R. Chaninah 


« have faid, his name is Gracious; as it 1s written, Jer. 
s xvi.13. L wll not give the gracious one. Thofe of the 
‘© houfe of Jannai have faid, Jznon is his name, Pfal. lxxii. 


“49, Before the fun fhall his name be filiated. R. Biba 


« hath faid, his name is Luminous; as it is declared, Dan. 


“11.22. And light fhall dwell with him ¢.” 
They thus explain Pfal. xxi. 1. The king fhall joy in thy 
ftrength, &c. “ R. Nachman hath faid, Who 7s this King 


VoL. I. F “of 
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“of Glory? The Lord of hofts, he is the King of Glory. 
“ Our matters have faid; No king of flefh and blood is 
¢ invef{ted with his crown. But the holy God will give it 
& to the king Meffiah; as it is faid, (v. 3.) Thou /fetteft 
“ a crown of pure gold upon his head. No king of fleth 
« and blood 1s clothed with his purple. And what is it? 


« Confeflion, authority, reverence, praife and glory; as 
« it is faid, Pfal. civ. 1. Thou art clothed with confeffion 


“and majefty. And of the king Meffiah, it is written, 
« (Pfal. xxi. 5.) His glory ıs great in thy falvation. But 
‘¢ God hath called Mofes by his name; as it is written, See, 
“ I have made thee a god to Pharaoh, Ex. vii. 1. and fo 
“ Ifrael; Z have Jard ye are gods, Pla. lxxxu. 6. And he 
« calls the king Mefliah by his name. JEHOVAH 1s his 
« name. For itis fad, Ex. xv. 3. Ye Lord is a man of 
« war, JEHOVAH’ zs Azs name. And it is written of the 
“ king Mefhiah, This is the name by which they fhall call 
“ Lim, JEHOVAH our Kightcoufne/s. Jerufalem alfo 1s called 
“ by his name; And the name of the city fhail be, JE- 
‘¢ HOVAH 1s there, Ezek. xlvui 35 *.” . 

The Jews cannot refufe that the name JEHOVAH is giver 
tothe Mefiiah. But from their obduracy, and from their. 
hatred of the Chriftan Dottrine, they wilh to derogate 
from the honour neceflarily implied in this afcription, by. 
referring to the language ufed with refpect to Mofes, Ifrael 
and Jerufalem. However, they know abundantly well, 
that the name Elohim is not like that of ebovah, incom- 
municable; that, although Jerufalem received this name 
as conjoined with another word, this entirely alters the na- 
ture of the defignation ; and that the name is never given,. 
either fimply, or with zoar t, as the Jews expyefs it, that is, 

m 


* Midiafch Tehil. ap. Martini Pug. p. 517. 
t Vid. Glafii Grammat, Sacr. ie p. 533. 
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in connexion with fuch a noun as that hete fignifying juft, 
to any creature whatfoever. It has already been proved, 
that, even according to the acknowledgment .of Maimo- 
nides, the name ‘fehovah is incommunicable. 

In Ifa. xxvii: 5. 1t Is faid, In that day /hall the Lord of 
bojis be for a crown of glory, and for a diadem of beauty, 
unto the refidue of his people. ' Jonathan renders thefe words; 
“ In that time fhall the Mefüah of the Lord of hofts be for 
“a crown,” te: For ‘Fehovah in the original, he fubfti- 
tutes the name of Meffiah. This plainly fhews that he 
confidered it as the fame privilege to the church, to have 
the Mefliah for a crown of glory, as to have ‘Jehovah him- 


- felf; and of courfe, that he confidered the Mefliah as effen- 
tially Febovah. It 1s well known, that the Jews have fuch 
a verieration for the Targum of this writer, that they 
a{cribe to it fomething divine. And it may well be fup- 
poled, that he would not have dared to give {uch a para- 
phrafe, had ıt not been generally believed by the Jews 
of that age, by the more enlightened part at leaft, that 
the Meffiah fhould be Ged. 

I have formerly quoted a paflage from Juftin Martyr, 
which clearly proves his full perfuafion, that, in his time, the 
more learned among the Jews, admitted that the Meffiah 
fhould be the adorable God *. Now, he afferts this, even 
after Trypho had endeavoured to draw a veil over this 
part of their creed. The latter, indeed, notwithitanding 
all the evidences of obduracy, and of a contentious fprrit, 
which Juftin lays to his charge, and which undoubtedly 
appear in the courfe of the difpute, had not effrontery enough 
to affirm that none of the Jewifh Doétors believed the divini- 
ty of the Methah. Juftin had afked him, “ If it was ac- 
“ knowledged by the Jews, that any other was entitled to 

F 2 œ adoration, 


* See above, p. 12. 
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“ adoration, and was Lord and God, befides him who re- 
“ ceives this name in Scripture, the maker of all, end the 
“« Mefhab, whofe incarnation the whole tenor of fcripture 
‘¢ declares ?”’ Trypho replies; “ How can we acknowledge 
« this? Since we bave made it a queftion, whether there be 
“ any other befides the Father only *.” Had not Trypho 
been confcious that many of his brethren expected a di- 
vine Meffiah, he would never have exprefled himfelf in this 
manner. Nor would Juftin have aflerted that they did, af- 
ter Trypho had attempted to avoid fo important a con- 
ceffion, had he not been fully perfuaded of the truth of his 
allegation. 

Some of the later Jews, amidft all their ftudied obfcur?- 
ty, plainly difcover a conviction with refpect to the incarna- 
tion of a divine perfon. For thefe words concerning Abra- 
ham, And the Lord appeared to him in the plain of Mam- 
re, Gen. xviii. I. are thus explained: “ This is as if the 
‘¢ feripture had faid; Though afterwards thefe /ball be 
“© furrounded with my fkin, and out of my flefb I foall fee 
“ God,” (Job xix. 26.) The preceding words fo clear- 
ly point out the Meffiah, that ıt cannot be fuppofed that 
thefe interpreters meant to apply them in any other 
fenfe: For L know that my Kinfman-Redeemer liveth, and 
that he foall fiand up the latter one upon the earth, ver. 
25 t- b 

R. Solomon Jarchi obferves on this place, that “ A- 
“ braham defired to ftand, but God faid to him, Sit down. 

“ For 


\ 


* Kayo sizov, en Te aAROV TIYA WPOCKUVNTOY, KAÆI XUDLOV, Kot Ocoy AEYO- 
IKtVOV EV THIS YPAPALÇ voreTE Elvi, HANV TY TYTO WotncavTes To way, 
was re Rpise, oç Sia tov tocutav ypapay amredesyOn vpiy avrpowog 
yivopevos 5 Kato Tpugav, ruc TYTO SUVAMEGA ELL OMOAOYNTAL OWOTE Ebera 


? f 
ANAM Tig ESI WAnv TY AATPOS MOV, TNY TOTKUTHY CnTrnesy exroinrame9§z: 


Dial. p. 293 : 


É: Berefchit ketanna, ap.Martını Pug. p. $7E, 
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“ For thou art a ftriking fign to thy. pofterity. For it 
« {hall come to pafs, that I will ftand in the counfel of 
“ the judges; as it is faid (Pfal. Ixxxu. 1.) The Lord 


“ fandeth in the affembly of the gods *.” 
In the days of the Mefhiah, the Jews expected falva- 


tion immediately from God, as oppofed to the hand of 
man+. According to this view, the Paraphrafts render 
Zech. 1.10. “ Sing and rejoice, O church of Zion, be- 
“ caufe behold! I will reveal myfelf, and place my di- 
“ vinity in the midft of’ thee, faith the Lord: and ma- 
“ ny nations {hall join themfelves to the people of the 
« Lord in that day, and ye fhall know that the Lord 


3 


“ hath fent me to prophefy unto you.” Nothing can be 
more evident than that they confider the fpeaker as a 
divine perfon; and yet as a meflenger, and as declaring 
that he would aét the part of a prophet to his church, at 
the fame time that he placed his divinity in the midft of 
her. It deferves our attention, that fome of the Jewifh 
writers have explained this paffage by what 1s faid, chap. 
ix. Q. Behold, thy king cometh unto thee}. 

R. Mofes Hadarfchan, after quoting thefe words, Cant. 
1. 4. We wll be glad and rejoice in thee, fubjoins; “ When 
“ {hall this be? When the captives fhall afcend from hell, 
“« end the Shechinah (or Divinity) on their head; as it is 
“ faid, Mic. 1.13. And ther king /fhall pafs before them, 
“ and the Lord on the head of them.” To the fame purpofe 
it is faid, in Rerefchit rabba on Gen. xliv. 18. “ When 
s fhall we rejoice? When the feet of the Divinity thall 


« ftand onthe mount of Olives; as itis written, Zech. xiv. 


“4. And his feet Joal fland on that day on the mount of 
© Olives ||.” 
F 3 It 


# Martin. loc. fup. cit. t Grabe Spicileg. vol. 1. p. 358. 
$+ Midrafch, Canticor. ap. Martini Pug. p. 512. 
$ Martini Pug. p. 635. Grabe Spicileg. vol, 1. p. 364. 
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It is very remarkable, that they even fpeak of this e- 
vent as paft. Thus, in Midrafch Tillim,it 1s faid, in an- 
{wer to that queftion from Pfal. x. 1. Why ftandeft thou 
afar off, O Lord?  Thisis as if it had been faid, And 
“it came to pafs that, as he cried, they would not hear, 
“s Zech. vit. 13. R. Jochanan faid; Three years and a 
“ half was the Shechinah ftanding on the mount of Olives, 
“ and crying, Seek the Lord, while he may be found, call up- 
* on bim while be 2s near, lfa. lv. 6.*” It 1s no lefs remark- 
able, that they limit the duration of this folemn addrefs 
from the Divinity, exactly according to the time generally 
allotted to the perfonal miniftry of the Son of God. 

Even Maimonides fays; “ Behold, it is explained unto 
“ thee, that our Rabbies were of opinion, that in procels of 
‘ time all the Ifraelites thould receive another law, as be- 
“ for 2, immediately from the mouth of the bleffed God ł ” 

Perhaps, it is in this fenfe that we are to underftand 
the high afcriptions of the Jews tothe Meffiah in his pro- 
phetical chara¢ter. Abarbanel acknowledges that he fhall 
be greater than Moies, and that “ thofe things which lie 
« hid in the hearts of men fhall be clearly known to 
“ him ft.’ Gerfon fays; “ And it fhall come to pafs, that 
‘¢ a-certain prophet fhall arife, who thall at the fame time be 
“ a prophet to all the nations of the earth; and this fhall 
“ be the king Meffiah; as it is faid in Midrafch that the 
« Mefhah {hall be far greater than Mofes §.” Itis not 
ealy to account for fuch language on the idea of their being 
fatisfied in their minds, that he is to > be ‘no other than a 
“ man like themfelves.” 

= 

* Matini Pug. p. 661. 

t De Fundamentis, lib. ni. c. 19. Bedford, P: 38o. 

} Ad Jef. xi. ap Lampe in Joan. v1. á 

N In Legem, fol. 198. ibid. 
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To the Mefliah they afcribe the power of taking away fin. 
« The purification which the Meflah will make, {hall be 


‘ for the expiation of fin in general, for deftroying tranf- 
“ greffion and making an end of fin, which retains man- 
‘ kind under its yoke. For as the firt man was the firft 
« who finned, fo Mefliah fhall be the laft, who fhall com- 
“ pletely take away fin *. i 
According to this view, are thefe words, Pfal. u. 12. 
K2/s the Son, explained: “ This may be illuftrated by a pa- 
“rable. A certain King was angry with his fubjetts. 
« They therefore went, and made his Son their friend, that 
“ thus they might conciliate the mind of their King. The 


« Son departed, and reconciled his Father, as they had re- 
* conciled to themfelves the Son. They went to give thanks 
“ to the King. But the King faid to them: You give 
‘ thanks to me; but go and offer them to my Son. For 
« had it not been for him, I fhould have deftreyed the pro- 
“ vince +.” The introdu@tion of this parable, as an il- 
luftration cf the text, 1s entirely ma/apropos, unlefs it be 
meant, not only that the Son reconciles us to the Father, but 
that he has a juft claim to the fame honour and worfhip 
which are given to the Father. 

An ancient tradition is mentioned in Berefchit Rabba 
on Gen. xlii. 6. that “ ten kings fhould reign from the 
<c beginning of the world to the end of it; of whom the 


s firftis the Blefled God, and the laft the Mefhah, accor- 


« ding to Pfal. Ixxii. 8. Dan. ii. 35. 44. and that in this 
“« laft king the kingdom fhould return to the Lord the 
“ rightful owner, and that thus he who was the firft king 


« fhould be the lat” It is faid in another work, that 
E 4 | “ the 


# Neve Schalom, lib. ix. c. 5. Voifin, Obferv. p. 398. 
+ Midrafch Tillim ap. Lampe in Joan. i. 18. 
į Martini Pugio, p 316, Lampe in Joan. i. 5o. 
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© the crown of the bleffed God is not put cn him who is 
“ man only: but God hath putit on the blefled king Mef- 
‘“ fiah *.” It alfo deferves our attention, that even the 
modern Jews, in their commentaries on Gen. i. 2. fay, 
that the Spirit of God, that moved on the face of the waters, 
isthe Spirit of the king Mefliah +. 

Thus, in direét contrariety to our author’s teftimony, the 
Jewilh writers oppofe the Meffiah toa mere man. Tohim 
they alfo afcribe the work of raifing the dead ; a work, in 
their opinion, peculiar to God, at leaft when confidered as 
univerfal. ‘Therefore they fay, that there are three keys 
“« which are not delivered to any deputy, that of life, of rain, 
‘¢ and of the refurrection of the dead t.” 


Nor is the dottrine of the miraculous conception of the 
Methah totally loft among them. In the Jerufalem Tal- 
mud, it is faid that thefe words Pfal. cx. 3. From the womb, 
from the morning, foall be the dew of thy youth, are to be ex- 
plained by Mic. v. 7. As a dew from the Lord,—that tar- 
rieth not for man, nor waiteth for the fons of men ||. 

On Gen. xxxvil. 22. R. Mofes Hadarfchan declares his 
fentiments in thefe words: “ The Redeemer, whom I will 
« raife up from among you, fhall not have a father, ac- 
‘ cording to Zech. vi. 12. Behold the man whofe name ts 
« the BRANCH, and be fhall grow up out of bis place. So 
‘ alfo Ifa. lin. 2. And be fhall grow up before him as a 
« tender plant, and asa root out of a dry ground. Soalio 
‘¢ David fays of him, Pfal. cx. 3. From the womb, &c. In 
« fine, it is written, Plal.u. 7. Tes day Í have begotten 


“6 thee §.”’ 
R. Solo- 


* Tanchuma, fol. 28. ap. Lampe ibid. 
+ Berefchit Rabba. Owen on Heb. 1. 1r. 2. 
$ Gerfon ad Deut. xxxiv. 10. Talmud, &c. ap. Lampe in Joan. v. 21. 
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R. Solomon Jarchi obferves on Ifa. vii. 14. Behold, a 
virgin foall conceive, &c. ‘* There are fome who fay that 
“ this was made the fign, becaufe a virgin fuit non 
> apta generationi *.”” Indeed, the moft of their writers 
underftand the paflage of Hezekiah, or of the fon of the 
prophet; as the fign of Judah’s deliverance. But they do 
not confine themfelves to this application. In Bemidbar 
rabah (fect. 4.) the prophecy is viewed as ultimately re- 
{pecting the Mefliah. For it is faid; “ Hezekiah of him. 
s¢ felf knew the blefled God. For it,1s written of him, 


s ver. 15. Butter and honey Jball be eat, that he may know 
“ to refufe the evil, and choofe the good. In like manner 
s hath the king Mefliah known the bleifed God 4.” 


The words of the daughters of Lot, Gen. xix. 34. {hat 
we may preferve feed of our Father, are thus explained ; 
“« R. Tanchuma hath faid; It is not written a fòn, but 
s“ feed; that feed, vize which fhall come from another 
‘+ place, and that 1s Meffiah ț.” | 

On Gen. iv. 25. The Lord hath appointed me another feed, 
itis obferved ; ‘ R. Tanchuma, in the name of R. Sa. 
« muel, hath faid; This 1s that feed which fhall arife from 
“ another place. And what is that? It is the king Mef- 


“ fiah ||. The fame language is elfewhere afcribed to R. 
‘© Nechoniah and R. Jacob the fon of Abbin §,” 


To the fame purpofe there is a remarkable paflage in 
Berefchit Rabba; “ R. Jofhua the fon of Levi hath faid ; 


# Come and fee that the way of the bleffed God is not 
like that of flelh and blood. For flefh and blood wounds 


“ with 
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s< with a knife, and heals with a plaifter. But the 
“ way of the bleffed God is not of this nature. For he 
“ heals by the very means by which he wounds. It is 
‘“ this that is written, Jer. xxx. 17. For I will rejftore 
“ health to thee, and will heal thee of thy wounds. And 


“ this {halt thou find in Jofeph and in Ifrael, when he fhall 
“ heal them by the very means by which he hath wound- 
“* edthem. Did not Ifrael fin in a virgin? as it is writ- 
“ ten, Ezek. xxiii. 3. There they brutfed the teats of their 
“ virginity. And they are punifhed in a virgin; as it is 
“ faid, Lam. v. 11. They ravifbed the women in Zion, the 
“ airgins in the cities of Judah. But he will return and 
“ give comfort by a virgin; as 1t 1s declared. Jer. xxxl. 21. 
“ 22. .Turn again, O virgin of Lfrael; turn again to thefe 
“ thy cities. How long wilt thou go about, O backfliding 
“ daughter? For the Lord hath created a new thing in the 
“ earth, A woman fhall compafs a man. KR. Hunah, in the 
« name of R. Idi. and R. Jofhua the fon of Levi, have faid; 
s¢ This is the king Meffiah, of whom it is faid, Pfal. 11. 7 
« ‘Io day have I begotten thee. And concerning this lfaiah 
“© fays, (chap. lxii. 1.) For Zion’s fake will I not hold my 
a peace,—till the juft One thereof go forth as brightnefs, &c. 
« And it is this that the fcripture hath ‘faid, Judg. v. 8. 
“6 God hath chafen new things: then fhall he conquer the 


‘© gates,” or as otherwife tranilated, * then /ball uncleanne/s 
“ be fubdued *,” 


From fuch pailages many learned men have, without 
any hefitarion, inferred that alk the Jews, at the time of our 
Saviour’s appearance, were firmly perfuaded of the divini- 
ty of the promifed Meffiah. As I would with invariably 
to prefer truth to fyftem, I muft acknowledge, that, in my 


apprehenfion, the premifes will not warrant fo unlimitéd a 
- conclufion. 


* Martini Pug. p. 284. 
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conclufion. To me it appears, that the more learned and in- 
quilitive of that age, fuch efpecially as devoted themfelves to 
the ftudy of fcripture, were convinced that the Mefliah was 
foretold in language expreflive of a divine character. Even 


the Pharifees, who paid far more regard to their own tra- 
ditions than to the doctrines of revelation, could not refufe 


that he was. the Lord of David; his Lord, in fo exalted a 
fenfe, that the idea feemed totally repugnant to that of his 
being his fon. Their inability to anfwer Jefus feems to , 
have proceeded, in a great meafure, from their unwilling- 
nefs to acknowledge the juftnefs of his claim of deity. It 
cannot be conceived, that they were ignorant of the current 
doctrine with refpect to a perfonal Logos. But it may well 
be fuppofed that, while they knew that the fcripture af- 
cribed to the Meffiah, both the attributes of deity, and the 
truth of humanity, their carnal minds could not eafily di- 
geft the dottrine of the union of two natures fo infinitely 
remote ın one perfon. 

If the more intelligent Jews did not believe a plurality 
in the divine eflence, it is an unaccountable circumitance, 
that they fhould never object to our Saviour the grofls ab- 
furdity of his do¢trine, when they underltood him as de- 
claring that he was the Son of Godin a proper fente. If 
the idea was totally ftrange tothem, how do they foreadily 
put this conftruétion on his words, He jJaid that God was 
his Father, making himfelf equal with God? John v. 18. 
x. 33. It feems very clear, that the fews here referred to 
were the rulers, or members of the great Sanhedrim, who 
are often deligned in'this manner by the Evangelift John *. 
That they connected the character of the Son of God with 
that of the Chrift or Mejfah, is alfo evident from tneir u- 
fing the terms as both applicable tothe fame perfon, Luke 
xxl. 67. 70. 


Bat 
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But while it feems inconceivable, that they had no appre- 
henfions of the deity of the Meffiah, Iam far from fuppo- 
fing, that they believed this doctrine in a proper manner. 
It appears to have made no impreflion on their minds. 
The truth, that they knew, they held in unrighteoufnefs, 
They recezved not the love of it. They perverted the 
cleareft precepts of the law, in order to accommodate them 
to their lufts. And we need not be furprifed, though this 
great myltery fhould have had little attention from them; 


nay, though they fhould have attempted to obliterate it 
from their minds. They were wholly bent on a temporal 


falvation. Therefore, the idea of a fpiritual Meffiah would 
be extremely ungrateful. It would throw a gloom on their 


brighteft profpeéts, and pour its faddening influence on 


N 


their moft pleafing hopes of worldly azgrandizement. 
Thence, many of them feem determined to reject any one 
who fhould appear as the Chrift, how great foever his attefta- 
tions; 1f his character did not correfpond to their carnal 
inclinations. It 1s obfervable, that the chief priefts and 
fcribes curtail the prophecy of Micah, concerning the Ruler 
of Ifrael. They do not quote that part of it which re- 
fpects his eternal exiftence, Mat. 11.16. Some, it is evi- 
dent, acted in direct contrariety to their own convictions. 
‘hey believed that Jefus was the Chrift. But their faith 
had no influence on their praćuce. They believed this in 


the fame manner, as Saul did the future advancement of 
the typical David. He knew well that he foould furely be 


king, and that the kingdom of Lfrael fhould be eftabli/bed 
in bis hand, 1 Sam. xxiv. 20. Yet fo obdurate was his 


heart, that he daily fought the life of the Lord’s anointed. 
Indeed, that king whom the Lord reje¢ted feems, in this 


inftance, to have prefigured thofe judges of Ifrael, who 


were alfo rejected of him, becaufe they perfecuted the 
glorious Antitype. 


3 But 
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But they do not feem to have made any formal oppofi- 
tion to this dottrine, till it appeared that Jefus aflumed 
no other chara¢ter than that of a {piritual Saviour. For 
when the Jews, that is, as we may moft naturally fuppofe, 
the Sanhedrim fent priefts and Levites from Jerufalem to 
John Baptit, they were enjoined to demand of him, if he was 
Elias? John 1. 19. 21. Now this queftion is evidently taken 
from the prophecy of Malaohi, ch. 111, 1. 1n which it is plain- 
ly declared, that the Angel of the covenant fhould be the 
Lord; that Lord who was to fit at the right hand of God, 
Pfal. cx. 1. and whom they were to wor/hip, ‘Pfal. xlv. 11. 
and alfo that he fhould come to his temple. We cannot fup- 
pofe, that they underítood the one part of the prophecy; 
and totally overlooked the other. Though they had done fo, 
John’s reply muft have brought it to their recolleGtion. For 
he faid, Z am the vorce of one crying in the wilderne/s, Pre- 
pare ye the way of the Lord, that is, of JEHOVAH, ac- 
cording to the prophecy to which he refers. It 1s probable, 

that thefe very meffengers heard the teftimony of John, 
on the day following, when he declared the pre-extftence 
of Chrift, in the plaineft terms, faying, He was, or exifted 
before me, and explained the nature of this pre-exiftence, 
by bearing record, that he was the Son of God, Johni. 30. 
34. Atany rate, as this was uniformly his doétrine, ıt 
could not be unknown tothe Sanhedrim. For he declared 
to the Pharifees and Sadducees, that it belonged to Jefus to 
baptife with the Holy Gholt, that the church was zs floor, 
and that eternal vengeance was his prerogative, Mat. 1. 
4,1. 12. 

Whatever ideas the more learned Jews had with re- 
{pect to the deity of the Methah, they feem to have 
concealed them from the common people. They took 
away the key of knowledge, Luke xi. 52. It was natural 


for them to do fo, as a temporal falvation engrotled all 
their 


94 Do€trine of the Fews, | Book I: 


their hopes and defires. For the proclamation of a divine 
Mefliah muft have given a fatal blow to their own autho- 
rity ; as they were in general fuch carnal men, and fo un- 
like thofe who were prepared to welcome a fpiritual Del- 
verer. At this period, they held the poor in the greateft 


contempt, calling them “ the people of the earth,” and ac- 
counting them cur/ed, John vu. 49. As they knew not the 


law, their teachers did not wilh to make it known to them. 
The ignorance of the people was the bafis of their au- 
thority. 

The doĉtrine of the divinity of the Mefliah feems to 


have been nearly loft among the vulgar. Of this the 
gof{pel-hiftory affords various evidences. Even Jofeph and 


Mary appear to have little acquaintance with it. Al- 
though they knew, by immediate revelation, that Jefus 
was the promifed Mefliah, the proofs of his divinity ra- 
ther excited admiration than wrought conviction in their 
minds. When he faid to them, Wift ye not that I fbould 
be about my Father’s bufinefs? they underftood not the Jay ing. 
With refpect, not only to this reply, but to what had been 
fpoken by the fhepherds, by Simeon, and by Anna, it is 

- declared that Mary kept all thefe Jayings in her heart, Luke 
li. 49. 51. | | 
This do¢étrine, indeed, feems to have been as unaccepta- 
ble to fome of the common people, as to thofe of fuperior 
rank. For when Jefus declared, that he was the bread that 
came down from heaven, they murmured at bim, Jaying, Is 
not this Fefus, the fon of Fofeph? John vi. 41. 42. But 
thefe were Galileans, who were more grofsly ignorant than 
others; who /at zz darknefs, and in the region of the Jha- 
dow of death, Ifa. 1x. 1. 2. It may be fuppofed, that 
thofe who refided at the fountain of Hrael, were rather 
better acquainied with the character of Mefhah. Accord- 
ingly, the very objection, thai thole of ‘feru/alem made to 
I Jefus; 
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Jefus, contains a proof that they expected one who fhould 
be more than man: We know this man whence hets: but 
when Ghrift cometh, no man knoweth whence he 1s, John vii. 
27. They could not mean this of the family whence the 
Meffiah fhouid {pring, or of the place of his nativity. For 
they knew that, as man, he was to be of the family of Da- 
vid, and to be born in Bethlehem, ver. 42. We mutt, there- 
fore, be at a lofs for a meaning to thefe words, unlefs we 
underftand them as exprefling fome apprehenfions of his dt- 
vinity, ftill remaining even among the common people. 
Jefus himfelf attefts the truth of their confeflion with re- 
{pect to the origin of the Mefliah, only as applying their 
language to himfelf; Ye cannot tell whence I come, chap. viii. 
14. 

Some of thofe who waited for the confolation of Ifrael, ap- 
pear to have had far clearer views of the divine character of 


the Meflah than others. When Simeon fays, Mine eyes have 


feen thy falvation,—the Glory of thy people Lfrael, Luke ii. 
30. 32. he feems to acknowledge Jefus as the true Shechr- 


nab, the Glory of the Lord. The cloud of glory, which 


was the immediate token of the divine prefence among 
them, had been long their diftinguifhing privilege. To them 
pertained the glory, Rom. 1x. 4. It1s very probable, that the 
venerable faint refers to that prophetical addrefs to the 
church, Ifa. Ix. 1.—3. rife, Joine, for thy light is come, 
and the Glory of the Lord is rifen upon thee. He proclaims 
this Salvation as prepared before the face of all people. This 
is alfo predicted, chap. lx. 5. The glory of the Lord fhall be 
revealed, and all flefb fhall fee it together. Elizabeth calls 
Mary the Mother of der Lord, Luke i. 43. Zechariah alfo 
acknowledged the Mefliah as the Highe/t, ver. 76. 

But can the darknefs, which in that age involved the 


minds of the generality of the nation, with regard to the- 
deity of the Mefliah, be a fufficient argument againft this 


doctrine ? 
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doétrine? Indeed, in has been ftrenuoufly afferted, that it 
was totally unknown to them. This, however, cannot be 
believed by any impartial inquirer. But although it were 
true, muft we thence infer, that God never revealed this 
doctrine to their forefathers, or that they never believed ıt? 
It mutt firft be proved that, becaufe the great body of that 
people expected only a temporal deliverance, Jefus was ne- 
ver foretold as a Saviour from fin, and that he had no claim 
to this charatter. The adverfaries of the deity of Chrif 
ought alfo to deny, that Jefus fhould have been a fuffering 
_ Meffiah. „For if we are to regulate our faith, concerning 
his character, by that of the Jews, in one inftance; why 
not in every other ? Such abfolute ftrangers were thofe of 
that age to the doctrine of the Mefliah’s humiliation, that, 
although they all knew that he was called the Son of man, 
when Jefus {poke of his being /ifted wp, they cried out, Who 
1s this Son of man? as 1f they had never before heard of 
the defignation, John xn. 34. All fuch reafoning from 
the ideas of this people, at or after the time of our Saviour’s 
appearance, muft be of little weight with thofe who know 
that the mytfteries of the kingdom were hid from them; 
that they were given up to the lufts of their own hearts ; 
that the awful meflage of Maiah was fulfilled in them, Hear 
ye indeed, but underftand not; ‘fee ye indeed, but perceive 
mot, &c. (Ifa. vi. 9. ro. Mat. xin. 14. 15.) and that they 
knew not the voices of the prophets which were read every 
fabbath day, Atts xi. 27. 

Even the difciples were greatly under the influence of 
this {piritual flupor. Till the moment of our Lord’s afcen- 
fion, their minds were ftill warped with the idea of a tem- 
poral falvation. When he foretold his paflion, they rec- 
koned it totally incompatible with his charaCter, and an e- 


vent abfolutely incredible. That very difciple, who gave 
the moft noble confeffions of the Meffiah, was fo fhocked 


at 
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at the idea, that under the impulfe of the moment he en- 
tirely forgot his ftation, and began to rebuke his Lord, 
Mat. xvi. 21.22. 

It ought to be obferved, however, that, confidering the 
great privileges of the difciples, we can:ot otherwife ac- 
count for the aftonifhing darknefs of their underftandings, 


than by turning our thoughts to the fovereign difpenfation 
of the all-wife God. It is his pleafure, under the Gofpel, 


to confer neculir honour on the mini:tration of the Spirit. 
As the purchafe of our redemption belonged to the Son, the 
whole efficaey of his work ceconomically depends on the 
eperation of the third Perfon. Thus, the Perfonal miniftry 
of Jefus had little effect, in the mean time, on the difciples 
themfelves. For the Holy Ghoft was not yet given, becaufe 
that ‘Fefus was not yet glorified, John vil. 39. | 

As the opinions of the Jews, at the time of our Saviour’s 
appearance, are not the rule of our faith, as httle is it to be 
regulated by thofe of their fucceffors. It cannot be fup- 
pofed that. a. people, who rejected the true Meffiah, and who 
were therefore rejected of God, would become more f{piri- 
tual in their apprehenfions. On the contrary, we may na- 
turally imagine that they would wax worfe and worfe. 
Accordingly, we find the later Jews endeavouring to defend 
their incredulity, by refufing-the application of many fcrip- 
tures to the Mefhah, which were thus applied by the unani- 
mous teftimony of their anceftors. There is, however, no 
reafon to doubt that, in many inftances, they have acted 


contrary to their own convictions, and have denied doc- 
trines which they unqueftionably believed. 

The conduct of Maimonides has been already confidered. 
Many other proofs of their diffimulation might be produced. 
But at prefent, I fhall mention only one. It has been feen, 
that many of the Jewilh writers acknowledge the miraculous 
conception of the Mefliah. Others, however, attempt to 

Vou. I. G explain 
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explain away the meaning of their traditionary language, 
by pretending that he 1s to come from Moab, and that in 
this fenfe he ıs the feed that /hall come from another place *, 
Rather than feem to favour the Chriftian doétrine, they will 
transfer the honour of giving the Mefliah toa people ex- 
cluded from the congregation of the Lord even to their 
tenth generation. The oppofition made by fome to the more 
{criptural views of the Mefliah given by others, is no fuf- 
ficient teft of the ancient faith of the nation. For although 
thefe are not found in all their writings on this fubjedt, 
their being found in any of them is a clear enough indica- 
tion of the fentiments of their anceftors. For not one of 
their writers would have borrowed fuch doétrines from the 
Chriftians, 

Our author founds the greateft part of his reafoning con- 
cerning the dezty of our Saviour on the opinions of the Jews, 
at the time of his appearance, or in fucceeding ages. But 
he ought to remember, that the obfervation which he makes 
with refpect to the mzraculous conception, 1s fully as appli- 
cable with refpect to the former. “ I own, however,” he 
fays, “ that the expectations of the Jews (any further than 
‘¢ they have a real foundation in the prophecies) ought not 
« by any means to determine our judgment in the cafe, fo 
as to weigh again{t any proper argument that may be al- 
& leged on the other fide +.” | 


CHAP. 
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CHAP. VIII. 


Of the Faith of the ancient Fews, concerning that Per fon 
who is called the Angel of the Lord. 


HE dodtrine of Philo, of the Paraphrafts, and of 


fome later writers, concerning the divine nature, and 
the character of Mefhah, has been particularly confidered. 
But the moft proper and convincing evidence of the faith 
of the ancient Hebrews, is contained in the fcriptures of 
truth. How little regard foever fome may pay to the affer- 
tions of uninfpired Jewifh writers, becaufe of the confufion 
of their ideas, and their apparent inconiiftency ; if it appear 
from the Old Teltament, that one Angel ıs revealed as 


a divine Perfon, and was acknowledged in this character 
by the Church, long before the coming of Chrift; it muft 


be granted, either that her members were polytherfts, or 
that their fcriptures revealed, and that they believed, a plu- 


rality of perfons in an unity of eflence. We have already 
confidered the afcriptions of the later Jews to the Angel 
Metatron : and it will not appear furprifing that they afcri- 
bed fo much to him, when we attend to what the Holy Ghoft 
reveals concerning him who 1s called the Angel 6f the Lord, 
cr, as fome render the expreflion, the Angel-fehovah. 

Dr P. {kips over this ground as lightly as poflible. “ Fre- 
« quent mention,” he fays, “ is made ın the {criptures of an- 
« gels, who fometimes {peak in the name of God, but then 


« they are always reprefented as the creatures and the fervants 
“ of God *.” Does the Doctor mean to affert that angels in 


general are permitted to aflume the name of God, or to {peak 
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in the firt perfon? It is denied, that this honour is con- 
ferred on any angel but one. It 1s indeed moft probable, 
that in all places of the Old Teftament where we read of 
the Angel of the Lord, the uncreated Angel is meant. Un- 
queftionable proofs of this occur in moft of thefe places.’ 
When our author fays of angels, that “they are always re- 
“ prefented as the creatures of God,” he certainly means to 
extend this affertion to every Angel mentioned in {fcrip- 
ture. But the falfity of this will appear. For either there 
are certain criteria by which God may be diftinctly known 
from his creatures, or there are not. The latter cannot be 
aflerted, without impeaching the wifdom of God, and with- 
out fuppofing that he hath left mankind a prey to idolatry. 
There can be no ¢riterza more diftintive of God, than thofe 
names, attributes, works and worthip, which are peculiar to 
him. If, therefore, an Angel is reyealed, to whom all thefe 
belong; we muft neceffarily conclude that he is a divine 


-Perfon, and yet diftin&t from him whofe Angel he is faid to 
be. That this is the cafe with refpett to the Angel of the 
Lord, appears from many paffages i in the Old Teftament. 
We are informed, Gen. xv1. g. that he who appeared te 
Hagar was the Angel of the Lord. She called him God, 
and we are aflured that he was Febovah, ver. 13. ¢ She called 
“ tbe Name of the Lord that [pake unto her, God.” —Indeed, 
this expreffion, the Name of the Lord, may be confidered as 


a perfonal character, fignifying, not merely that the name 
of Jehovah was given him, but that 3 it was ¿z him, (Ex. xxi. 


21.) as poflefling the fame nature with the Father. For 
we are certain from the teftimony of Philo, that the ancient 
Hebrews knew this Angel, whom they alfo called the Word, 
by the defignation of the Name of the Lord*. Hagar did 
not call him God who {pake dy the Angel. But fhe called 

the 
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the Name of the Lord that fpake to ber—God.— She 
afctibes the attribute of omnifciente to him. For fhe called 
hin the God that faw her; evidently referring to his tefti- 
mony, that the Lord had heard her aflitión, ver. 11: He re- 
vealed himfelf, and fhe believed in him, as one to whom 
divine works belonged. For the Angel of the Lord faid unto 
her, I will multiply thy feed exceedingly, ver. 1c. There can 
be nd doubt that hè here fpeaks in his own ‘name; and as 
little. that fhé uriderftood him in this fenfe. She gave this 
Atigel divine worfizp. For fhe addreffed him as God, in 
the langiiage of faith and praife, and in the afcription’ of 
divine perfection to him; Thou God feeft wie, ver. 13. She 
knew no demg, luperior to him, as the all-feeing God. For 
the faid, Have I aiò hère looked after him that feeth me? 
Thüs, ön occafion of a fingle appearance only of this An- 
gel, we find all the criteria of divinity appropriated to him. 

Either Hagar knew that he who {fpdke to her was an An- 
gel, or fhe did not: If fhe did, and at the fame time 
believed that he was a creature, fhe was wilfully guilty of 
both blafphemy and idolatry: For fhe gave all that honour 
to this Angel which fhe could have given to God himfelf; 
had fhe béen perfuaded that he was the fpeaker. If fhe 
did not know that this was ani Angel, and according to the 
_Socinian fyftem, a creature; the fault lay wholly in the 


mode of revélation. God took no care, either for his own 
glory, or for the falvation of this woman. He communi- 
cated his will to her in fuch a manner as neceffarily to be- 
tray her into the moft fatal miftake. : 

Again, either this worfhip was acceptable, or it was not. 
If it was; God accepted it, either as intentionally addrefled 
to himfelf through the creature #5 a medium, or as addreTed 
to the creature miftaken for himfelf. If the former be true, 
there can be no objection to the Pcpifh worthip of Angels 
and Saints, or even to the Pagan worfhip of the heavenly 
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bodies, or of ftocks and ftones. For the more learned or 
ingenious advocates for both have {till contended, that the 
worfhip was really addrefled to the Supreme Being, through 
the creatures ashisemblems. Indeed, the conduct of Hagar 
cannot admit of fuch an apology. For there 1s not the leatt 
evidence that her worfhip refpected any being, but that to 
whom it was immediately addrefled. If this worfhip was 
accepted, as being intentionally addrefled to God, although 
the creature was miftaken for him; then it does not 
avail, whether in our worfhip we addrefs the proper objet, 
or not. God will be pleafed even with that worfhip ad- 
dreffed to the Devil, if he happen to be miftaken for the 
Supreme Being. 

If this worfhip was not acceptable, it is denied that there 
are any characters by which one may know whether one’s 
worfhip be acceptable or not. Although the worifhip of 
Hagar had been as good as any ever offered, fhe could 
{carcely have had better evidence of its being well pleafing 
to God. She met with no reproof. On the contrary, the 
Angel of the Lord afterwards fpoke to her out of heaven, 
and delivered a meifage of comfort to her. Nor did he in 
the leaft change his ftyle. For he ftill claimed the work of 


making lihmael a great nation, ch. xxi. 17. 18. 
If this Angel was a creature, he was far lefs concerned 
for the glory of his Maker than that Angel who appeared to 


John, Rev. xix. 1c. God himfelf was lefs zealous for his 
glory under the Old Teftament, than he 1s under the New. 
Ya a ward, this Angel was an ufurper, and Hagar an ido- 
later. | 

It was this Angel who called to Abraham out of heaven, 
faying “ Thou haft not withheld thy Jon, thine only fon from 
“me,” ch. xxii. II. 12. Will our author fay that Abraham 
meant to offer up his fon to a creature? Or, could there 


have been a place in heaven for any creature, who would 
have 
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have dared to claim this unequalled act of worfhip, as be- 
longing to him? Indeed, the circumftance of the place 


being mentioned, whence this Angel {poke, both to Hagar 
and to Abraham, is evidently meant to diftinguifh him 


from created Angels. This of /peaking from heaven is ap- 
propriated to God. He appeals to it as an evidence of his 


deity. The Lord faid unto Mofes, Thus fha't thou Jay unto 
the children of Ifrael, Ye have feen that I have talked with 
you from heaven, Ex. xx. 22. Mofes afterwards ufes the 


{ame argument, when fumming up the proofs which Itrael 
had received of JEHOVAH being the only trye God: Out of 
heaven we made thee to hear his voice, Deut. iv. 36. This 
circumfance is fingled out, as being a proof, both of om- 
nifcience, and of almighty power. Of omnnifcience; be- 
caule /seaking from heaven is the fign that God ears in hea- 
ven, Neh. ix. 27. 28. Of almighty power; becaufe it 


{bews that the vozce which he /fexds out is mighty, Pfal. xvii. 
33. Thence alfo it appears that no change of place is ne- 
ceflary with him to whom this is afcribed, in order to the 


accomplifhment of his will: whereas mere angels muft 
walk to and fro, Zech. 1. 10. be literaliy Jent forts, Heb. 1. 
14. fly from heaven to earth, and come to the perfon or 
place which their commiflion refpects, Dan. ix. 21. 23. 

If the fpeaker on this occafion was a created Angel, thé 
proof which fatisfied him that Abraham truly feared God 
was the ftrangeft that can be imagined. Now, he faid, { 
know that thou feareft Gon, feeing thou haft not withheld 
thy fon, thine only fon from Me. He knew that Abraham 


was a fincere worthipper of the true God, becaufe he was 
the moft daring idolater that had ever appeared in the world. 


The Angel of the Lord called unto Abraham out of bea- 
ven the fecond time, and faid, By myfelf have I fwora, faith 
JEsovan, for becaufe thou baft done this thing, and haft not 
withheld thy fon, thine only fon; that in blefing I will blefs 
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thee, &c. ver. 15.197. Perhaps, it may be faid, that here the 
Ansel only delivers the words of God, becaufe he throws 
in that expreffion, fats ‘fehovab. But, fiom the words 
themfelves it is moft natural to conclude, that he ftill fpeaks 
in his own name; as Abraham’s not withholding his fon, 
is the reafon affigned for the promife of blefing him. Now, 
we have feen that the Angel faid, Thou baft not withheld 
thy fon from me: and we muft either fuppofe that the fame 
tebova” is {till meant, or that Abraham offered up his fon 
both to God and'to a créature. But the Spirit of infpira“ 
tion leaves u. at no lofs with refpe& to the illuftrious Petfon 
who fwore. We are affured that this Angel did fo, Judg. 
il. I. as we {hall fee more fully afterwards. 

We are informed, Gen. xxxu. 24. that there wreftled & 
man with Jacob. From. Hof. xu. 3. 4. we learn that this 
was an Angel, and yet God. By bis ftrength he had power 
with God, yea he had power over the Angel, and prevaited. 
It is not meant that, by having-power over a created An- 
gel, he confequentially had power with God. For thus the. 
climax would be deftroyed, and the language ought to have 
been; “ He had power over the Angel, yea, he had power 
“ with God.” Both expreffions denote one operation of 
power. For both refer to the fame /frength as the means. 
The firit may denote the zature with which he had- power, 
as referring to God effentially confidered: and the fecond: 
particularly declares the perfon with whom he wreftled. 
This was the 4Augel-Fehovah, or the fecond perfon of the 
Godhead. That this is the real meaning, 1s abundantly 
evident. For, with refpect to this very perfon, it imme- 
diately follows, He, vrz. Jacob, wept and made fupplication 
UNTo HIM. Here we have an Angel, who not only hath 
the zame of God, but divine wor/bip given him. It is 
equally clear, that ıt was his prerogative to perform works 


proper to God only. For be bleffed him there, Gen. xxxii, 
29> 
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29. We arè alfo affured that this Angel was the God of 
Bethel, who had there appearéd to Jacob. For it is further 
faid, Hof. xii. 4. He found him in Bethel, and thére he fpake 
with us*. ` 

That no doubt may remain who this Angel is, his dig- 
nity 1s yet more fully declared in the following words; 
Even Jenovan God of bofis, JEHOVAH is bis memorial, 
ver. 5. His dignity is declared, in fuch a manner as to con- 
fine this name to that nature which he poffeffes. We learn 
the fame doé¢trine, indeed, from Gen. xxxi. II. I cf The 


Angel of the Lord foake,—faying,—I am the God of Bethel, 
where thou anointedft the pillar, and where thou vowedft thé 
vow UNTO ME. When this Angel told Jacob that he was 
God, and that very perfon to whom Jacob had formerly di- 
tected the imoft folenn a€s of worfhip; would it ever 
enter into the mind of the Patriarch, that he who thus 
{pake to him was a fellow-creature? That he knew him to 
be an Angel, is undeniable; for we have his own tefti- 
mony to this purpofe: and if he confidered him as a crea- 
ture, inftead of being a faint, he was a grofs idolater. For 
he not only gave this Angel his faith and worthip, but 
afcribed the whole of his falvation, both temporal and 
eternal, to him as God; trufting in him, and praying to 
him for all bleflings, when performing his laft duty to his. 


children: God, before whom my fathers Abraham and Lfaac 
did walk, the God who fed me all my life long unto this day ; 
the Angel, who redeemed me from all evil, blefs the lads, Gen- 


xlvili. 15.16. If Jacob was an idolater, his fathers Abraham 


and laac were the fame. For he declares that this Angel 
was the God before whom they walked. Nay, he folemnly 


tranimitted this idolatry to his pofterity. Now, in this cafe, 
can we juftify God from the charge of enticing his fervants to 
idolatry ; 


€ Gen. x“xv. I$. 
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idolatry ; by allowing a mefflenger of his, a mere creature, 
to addrefs them in fuch language, that they could not con- 
fider him as any other than God? Nay, on this fuppofition, 
how can we give any credit to the {criptures as a divine re- 
velation ; fince thefe men are ftill exhibited as true wor- 
fhippers? 

Let Socinians vainly aflert what they pleafe; although 
Jacob knew this perfon to be an Angel, nay, wreftled with 
him as a man, he believed in him as the true God. For 
when he /aw no one but this Angel, in the likenefs of his 


own nature, he faid, I have Jeen God face to face, and my 
life 1s prolonged, Gen. xxxii. 30. As this Angel aflumed the 


human form, fo far that Jacob could wreftle with him; it 
is evident that the latter viewed this as a prelude of his ac- 
tual incarnation for the work of our redemption. For he 
celebrates this Angel, with whom he had wreftled as a man, 
as his Goel, or Kinfman-Redeemer , and prays that, in this 
very character, he would blefs his pofterity, Gen. xlviii. 
16. 

The plain man Jacob underitood the doctrine of Angels 
far better than our learned author. He knew that there 
were many others, who werecalled Angels. But he acted 
towards them in a manner entirely different. During that 
very journey in which the Angel wreftled with him, he 
was met by a multitude of thefe created {pirits, Gen. xxxu. 
1. Jacob went on his way, and the angels of God met him. 
But he offered no libation of tears ; he fupplicated no blef- 
fing from them; nor did he once endeavour to detain 
them. Although he acknowledged that Angel, of whom 
we {peak, as God ; he viewed them only as his army, ready 
to fulfil his command. He named the place, where he 
wreftled, Pentel, from God himfelf; becaufe he had /eez 
him. But all the honour conferred on the other, was that 
of being named from his fervants; as he had no idea that 

2 the 
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the perfons, whom he /aw there, could be confidered in 
any fuperior light. dnd when ‘facob Jaw them, he fatd, 


This is God’s hoft: and he called the name of that place 
Mahanaim, that is, ofis, or armies. He carefully diftin- 


cuifhed thefe bofts from the God cf bofts. 

It is immediately after the dottrine concerning angels, 
quoted above, that Dr P. expreffes his doubts ‘* whether, 
« in fome cafes, angels—were any thing more than tempo- 
“ rary appearances, and no permanent beings; the mere 
“ organs of the deity, ufed for the purpofe of making him- 
« felf known.” He feems confcious that one Angel, at leatt, 
claims fo much to himfelf, and has fo much afcribed to him 
In Scripture, that he dares not, as he regards his religious 


fyitem, leave it on the ground he has taken, wz. in affert- ` 
ing that “angels fometimes {peak in the name of God ;” left 
the Angel referred to fhould be found to poffefs fuch ate 
tributes, to perform fuch works, and to receive fuch wor- 
fhip, as might /eem to fhew the famenefs of his nature with 
that of God. He thinks it the fafeft courfe to deny a pro- 


per being to thofe who are called angels, zz Jome cafes, at 
leaft. Doubtlefs, this is doing the bufinefs at once. The 
Doétor cuts the knot that he cannot unloofe. He is as well 
fenced again{t any proof of the pre-exiftence of the Son of 
God, from this quarter, as any ancient Sadducee could have 
been. For we know that he denies /pzrzt ; and he is very 
doubtful whether there be fuch a bein gas an angel, (Atts 
xxl. 8). 

We have formerly confidered his do¢trine on this fubject. 
But as he introduces it on this occafion, we may obferve, 
that Jacob had no idea that the Angel-Redeemer was an oc- 
etfional perfon. For he afcribes a continued exiftence to 
him, not only during the whole of his own life, but during 
that of Abraham, and of lfaac. For we connot eahly 
conceive that thefe patriarchs could walk before a non-en- 

tity. 
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tity. From his language alfo with refpe@ to cfeatéd an- 
pels, it feems moft natural to think that he rather viewéd 
them as a flanding army, than as a tempotary milztza, raifed 
for the bufinefs of the moment, and to be afterwards fo 


completely reduced, that not a veftige fhould be left be- 
hind. 

It feems pretty clear that it was the fame uncreated 
Angel who appeared to Balaam; from his declaring that 
the way of that prophet was perverfe before him ; and 
commanding him to {peak the word that be bouid /peak uti- 
to him, Nim. xxii. 32. 35. We muft thence conclude that 
it was the fame perfon who afterwards appeared and /pake 
to Balaam. On this head he declares that he had heard 
the words of God, and feen the vifion of the Almighty, chaps 
xxiv. 4. Weare informed that the Spirit of God came u port 

“Pim, ver. 2. Therefote, on this otcafion hè acted as the 
Spirit of Chrift (1 Pet. i. 11.) immediately communicated 
by him, in the character of the dugel-Febovab. 

There is no reafon to doubt that it was the fame Angel 
who appeared to Jofhua, and announced himfelf as captazi 
ofthe bhot of JeHovan, Jofh. v. 13.—15. He ftood over 
again{t Jofhua wth bis {word drawn in his hand. His mar- 
tial character and appearance exactly correfponded to the 
promife made to Ifrael concerning him: If thou /halt indeed 
obey his vorce,—then I will be.an enemy unto thine enemies; 
and an adverfary unto thine adverfaries. For mine Angel 

Shall go before thee, and bring thee in unto the Amorites, &c. 
. and Iwill cut them off, Exod. xxiii. 22. 23. Inthe fame 
manner did he appear to Balaam, when he food zn the way 
for an adverfary againft him, becaule he was an adverfary 
to Ifrael, Num. xxi. 22. 31. 32. and afterwards to David, 
when he had finned in numbering the people, 1 Chron. xx?. 
16. He indeed appeared to Jofhua as a man, as he had 


done to Abraham, to Jacob, and as he afterwards did to 
I Zechariah. 
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Zechariah. But when Jofhua underftood his function, he 
did not hefitate to confider him as divine. For he fell 
on bis face to the earth, and did worfhip. So far was 
the Angel from refufing this worfhip, that he did not deem 
it fufficient. He further required the higheft token of re- 
ligious homage that we have any account of 10 Scripture. 
When Jofhua faid, What faith my Lord unto his fervant è 
the captain of the Lord's boft faid unto “fofbua, Loofe thy 
Jooe from off thy foot, for the place whereon thou ftandeft is 
holy, literally: Solzne/s, as denoting the higheft degree of lo- 
cal fanctity. This is the very language which JEHOVAH 
{poke to Mofes, the predeceffor of Jofhua, Exod. i. 5. Un- 
der the law, thofe places were called holy, where God was 
pleafed to manifeft himfelf, 2 Chron. vin. 11. Can it be fup- 
pofed that the prefence of a creature could communicate 
this holinefs ? However, no reafonable perfon can imagine 
that he who appeared to Jofhua was a creature. He is call- 
ed JEHOVAH ; and he claims the fovereign difpofal of hu- 
man concerns. And JEHovAu fatd unto Fo/bua, See, I have 
given into thine hand ‘ericho, and the king thereof, and the. 
mighty men of valour, chap. vi. 2. It deferves our attention 
that the defignation which JEHOVAH takes to himfelf on 
this occafion, 1s.that which is frequently given to the Mef- 
fah. For what is rendered Captazn literally fignifies Prince, 
Ifa. ix. 6. Dan. x. 21, xi I. 

This Angel afterwards claimed the work of bringing the 
children of Ifrael out of Egypt, and of conducting them to 
tLe land of promife; declared that it was he who {ware to 
their fathers, and that the covenant was his; and repro- 
ved the people for not obeying his voice. And an Angel, 


or rather, the Angel of the Lord came up from Gilgal to 
Bochim, and faid, I MADE you to go up out of Egypt, and 
have BROUGHT you into the land which I SWARE unto your 


fathers; and I SAID, I WILL “NEVER BREAK MY CoO- 
°° VENANT 
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“ VENANT with you.—But ye have not OBEYED MY 
“ voice,” Judg. 11. 1. 2. Is this Angel “ reprefented as a 


«& creature,” or as a mere “ fervant of God?” He un. 
doubtedly refers to the oath of JEHovan to Abraham. 


Of this the Angel fays, I /ware. Could the oath of a 
mere creature be any fecurity to them? Or would they be 
fuch fools as to think it? Could a created meflenger pre- 
fume to call the covenant his? Or would a holy creature 


dare to {wear by himfelf? But this Angel did. And we 
may ret affured that he fware by himfelf, becaufe he could 
fwear by no greater, by no fuperior being, (Heb. vi. 13.) 
Socinians vainly endeavour to find a parallel, even in 
the conduct of fellow-creatures towards each other. An 
earthly Embaflador, indeed, reprefents the perfon of his 
prince, is fuppofed to be clothed with his authority, and 
{peaks and acts in his name. But who ever heard of an 
Eembaffador afluming the very name of his fovereign, or 
being honoured with it by others. Would one in this 
character be permitted to fay, I George, I Lours, I Frederic ? 
As the idea 1s ridiculous, the action would jultly be ac- 
counted high treafon. Would the moft illuftrious plenipo- 
tentiary, referring to a'treaty made by his fovereign with a 
neighbouring ‘power, and declaring his fixed refolution to 
abide by it, fay, I wil? never break my covenant with you 2 
Or, if fent to undutiful fubjets, .to remind them of his 
mafter’s kindnefs and their own ingratitude, would he 
prefume to fay, “I brought you into this fertile country, 
“ which you now poflefs, but ye have not obeyed my voce £” 
Do not embaffadors, however great their powers, in all 
memorials, and deeds of every kind, written or {poken, ftill 
ufe their own names, and diftinguifh themfelves from their 
royal mafters? And can we fuppofe that the humble m1- 
niflers of the King of Kings may ufe far greater freedom 
with his names, attributes, works and honour, than thole 


of 
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of a petty fellow-worm with his? Satan is the only an- 
gel that we read of, who ever claimed the honour due to 
God. Socinians, under the pretence of pious zeal for the 
glory of the Father, as the One Supreme, rob the Son of 
his prerogative. Yet after all, they give it not to the Fa- 
ther, but lavifh ıt among all his angelic hoft. 

This Angel of the Lord alfo appeared to Gideon, Judg. 
vi.12. He is called Febovah, ver. 14. He claims the honour 
of fending Gideon, faying, Have not I fent thee? He pro- 
mifes his own prefence to him, ver. 16. And JEHOVAH faid 
unto him, furely, I will be with thee. By a look he com- 
municates ftrength to Gideon, ver. 14. And the Lord look- 
ed upon him, and Jard, Goin this thy might. Gideon addref- 
fes him as the object of prayer, ver. 17. He had no idea 
that this Angel was a creature. For, according to an 


ancient traditional notion with refpect to the vifion of God, 
he was afraid that he fhould die. And when Gideon per- 
ceived that he was an Angel of the Lord, or, as it may be 
read, the Angel-JEHOVAH, Gideon faid, Alas, O my Lord 
JEHOVAH 3 for becaufe I have feen the Angel-JEHOVAH 
face to face, ver. 22. He had afked a fign of the Angel ; 
and he brought fire out of the rock, and confumed the fa- 
crifice. This was the very fign to which Elijah afterwards 
referred the whole determination of the controverly be- 
tween JEHOVAH and Baal, r Kings xviii. 24. The God that 
anfwereth by fire, let him be God. It was by this fgn 
that Gzdeon perceived that he was the Angel-JEHOVAH ; In 
the fame manner, as on that occafion, when the fire of the 


Lord fell and confumed the burnt-facrifice. For, when all 
the people Jaw it, they fell on their faces, and they faid, 
JEHOVAH Že zs the God, JEHOVAH he is the God, ver. 29. 
30. In both inftances, this was known to be a fign of the 


divine prefence. For thus, at the dedication of the taber- 


nacle, 
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nacle, God had manifefted his prefence, power and grace tg 
their fathers, Lev. 1x. 24. l 

The fame glorious perfon appeared to Manoah and his 
wife, Judg. xiii. 3.9. While they knew that he was an 
Angel, they, like Gideon, were afraid that they fhould 
die, becaufe they had /feex God; as they exprefs themfelves, 
ver. 21. 22. When Manoah afked this Angel’s name, he 
faid, It 2s Wonderful, ver. 18. It was not the name of him 
that fent him, but his own, that he thus exprefled. This 
is a ftriking proof that he was that Soz, who thould be af- 
terwards szvez. For this is one of his names, the word be- 
ing the fame as in Ifa.ix.6. And on this occafion, the 
propriety of this name was manifefted by his conduét, to 
the conviction of the aftonifhed fpectators. For when Ma- 
noah had offered a kid unto the Lord, the Angel did won- 
deroufly ; and Manoah and bis wife logked on, ver. 19. It is 
the fame perfon that is faid to have done wozderoufly, whe 
declared his name to be Wonderful. The one term un- 
doubtedly refers to the other. But he who thus did 
wonderoufly was JEHovAH. Therefore, the offering was 
made to this Angel as JEHOVAH. „For according to the 
original, the words run*thus: He offered z¢ unto JEHOVAH, 
and be did wonderoufly. lt was undoubtedly of the Angel 
that the woman faid, Jf JEHOVAH were to Rill us, be would 
not have received a burnt-offering, and a meat-offering at our 
hands: neither would he have fhewed us all thefe things, 
nor would as at this time have told us fuch things as thefe, 
ver. 23. It was the Angel who xecezved their offering, 
who jbewed and told them thefe things. 

Whether Nebuchadnezzar had received any knowledge 
of the Jewilh theology by means. of Daniel, or from what 
might have been faid by the three witnefles againft his 
idolatry ; or {pake, like the high-prieft, by an immediate 
umpulfe, without knowing the proper meaning of what he 

faid, 
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faid, or borrowed his ideas from tradition, we cannot pre- 
tend to determine. But the account which he gives ot the 


deliverance of thefe faithful confeflors, is perfectly con- 
fonant to the creed of the ancient Jews. He faid, Lo, L fee 
four men loofe, walking tn the midft of the frre ; and the 
form of the fourth ts like the Son of God, Dan. i. 25. 


= Afterwards he declares his fentinents concerning this ıl- 


luftrious Perion, in thefe words ; Béleffed be the God of Sha- 


drach, &c. who hath Jent his Angel and delivered his fer- 


vants, ver. 28. 
We have formerly feen that this Angel, when he 


appeared unto Jofhua, made himtelf known as Prace of the 


hoft of the Lord. It would feem to be the, fame iluftrious 
Meflenger, who ‘is called Michael, one, or rather, the firff 
of the chief princes, Dan. x. 13. Michael your Prince, that 
is, the prince of the people of God, ver. 21. and Michaed 
the great Prince, chap. xii. 1. The laft of thefe paflages evi- 
dently refers to the Gofpel ftate, and exprefles the whole of 
that diftinguilhed appearance that he fhould make for the 
church during this difpenfation. Either, Michael is he 
who appears as the Mefliah ; or, in this prophecy, the ho- 


nour which exclufively belongs to the Mefliah is appropri- 
ated to another, and the world to come is put into fubjection 
to a mere angel. The language of the place feems prima- 
rily to refpect the incarnation of this Prince. And at that 
time Jhal! Michael ftand up, the great Prince who ftandeth 
for,or who ıs fet over, the children of thy people. As at 
the time of the delivery of the prophecy, this Angel 1s de- 
fcribed as fuftaining a peculiar relation to the church, of 
a permanent nature ; when the fame phrafeology 1s ufed 
with refpect to futurity, it muft denote a new and more 
fignal appearance inthis relation. His appearance in our 
nature may properly be denominated /tanding up, as the 


correlate of his being raz/ed up; a phrafe often uled in this 
H fenfe, 
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fenfe, Deut. xvii. 15. 18. Acts 11. 30. iii, 22. Vii. 37. 
Indeed, the fame term is ufed in different places, to de- 
note the fame illuftrious event. Jz that day there /hall be a 


root of Fefe, who /hall fand for an enfign of the people, Ifa. 
xi. 10. And he fhall fiand and feed in the firength of Je- 


HOVAH, Mic. v. 4. Job expreffes the fame idea, although a 
different word is ufed inthe original. J know that my 
Redeemer liveth, and that he Jhal? fand up the latter, or laft 
one, upon the earth, chap. xix. 25. The Patriarch declares 
his perfuafion of the prefent exiftence of this glorious Per- 
fon, whom he claims as his Redeemer. But he was alfo 
affured that, in a future period, he would, even to the 
fenfible eye, more fignally appear in this character, as the 
latter one, who thould redeem him from all that deftruction 
brought upon him by the former. For this defignation 
may be viewed as equivalent to that ufed by the Apoftle 

Paul, when he calls Chrift the laft Adam, 1 Cor. xv. 45. 
The word rendered ftand up, occurs often in this pro- 
phecy. In all the other paflages, it denotes a diftinguifhed 
appearance in a new fituation; either that of kingdoms 
newly formed, chap. vil. 22. or of individuals. afluming 
the royal character, chap. vill. 23. xl. 2, 3, 4. 7. 20. 21. OT 
acting a new part in this character, chap vil. 25. If it be 
granted that Chrift is meant, when we read of Michael and 
his angels, Rev. xu. 7. 1t cannot be fuppofed that the fame 
name cou.d belong to any other under the Old Teitament. 
The flanding up of this Prince is reprefented as fucceeced. 
by a time of trouble, fuch as never was fince there was Ge 
zation. To what peri.d can this fo properly refer, as ta 
that which fucceeded our Lord’s appearing in human na- 
ture, when the Jews were fo feverely punifhed for their 
unbelief ? Our Lord evidently alludes to thefe very words, 
when, in deicribing the calamities of that people, he fays 3 
For then foall be great tribulation, fuch as was not fince thg 
beginning 
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beginning of the world to this time, mo, nor ever Jhall be, 
Mat. xxiv. 21. That remnant according to the election of 
grace, Rom. xi. 5. which was faved during the time of 
trouble, feems alfo to be particularly pointed out in the fol- 
lowing words of Daniel; 4¢ that time thy people /hall be 
delivered, every one that fhall be found written in the book. 
What our Lord adds concerning thefe days of trouble cor- 


re{ponds with this declaration: For the eletts Jake thofe 


days fall be fhortened, Mat. xxiv. 22. 


But how fpecial foever the refpect which this prophecy 
has to the &rft age of Chriftianity, it cannot be confined to 
this. For the refurrection is introduced, ver. 2. But as 
the gofpel difpenfation ‘is often prophetically reprefented 
as one day, it is well known that the events belonging to ıt 
are as often exhibited in the clofeft connexion, without any 
regard to diftance of time, and that the fame language fre- 
quently refpects very different events; one mercy or judg- 
ment being the prefage of another, and being alfo a partial 
accomplifhment of a prophecy to be more fully accomplth- 
ed in future. Of this kind are the predictions of our 
Saviour, recorded in Mat. xxiv. fome of which muft ne- 
ceflarily be viewed as refpecting, both his coming to pu- 
nifh the Jewilh nation, and his final coming; as the awful 
vilitation of that people was undoubtedly meant as a pre- 
lude, and pledge of the certainty, of the laft judgment. 

However, the character of Michael not being fo particu- 
larly defined as that of the divine Meflenger called the 
Angel of the Lord; I do not, in the general argument, 
jay any ftrefs on the view which I have ventured to give of 
this prophecy. 

We have a {ftriking account of this Angel in the pro- 
phecy of Zechariah. He appears as a man in the midit 
of the church, which is reprefented as in a low fituation. 


But even in this character he appears fuperior to other an- 
H 2 gels, 
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gels, chap. 1. 8. who are fent to walk to and fro throughout 
the earth, ver. 10. and give an account of the ftate of mat- 
ters to him as their Lord, ver. 11. He 1s defcribed as inter- 
ceding with JEHOVAH, and as fuccefsful in his interceffion, 
ver. 12. 13. as fent by the Lord of hofts, and yet as himfelf 
bearing this name, ver. 20. chap. 11. 8. It 1s obfervable that, 
throughout this prophecy, the title of tHe Angel of the-Lord 
is appropriated to this one Angel who appears in the like- 
nefs of human nature. 

It may be afterwards fhewn that this was the Angel 
who appeared to Mofes as the I AM, and who went before 
the children of Ifrael. But fo {trong is the evidence arı- 
fing from the paflages already confidered, in fupport of the 
doétrine of our Saviour’s divinity, in connexion with that 
of his operation as an Angel under the Old Teftament, that 
it 1s fcarcely conceivable that any one, who does not reject 
the Scriptures, fhould refufe the force of it, without wil- 
fully refifting the teftimony of the Spirit. If this {criptural 
proof has not been fairly ftated, let Dr P. point out the fal- 
lacy, that none may be deceived. 

Whatever ideas the Jews may be fuppofed to have 
generally entertained, at the time of our Saviour’s appear- 


ance; and whatever have been their opinions fince; it is 
evident that when the prophecy of Malachi was deli- 
vered, they expected a divine Meflenger, one who had 
both the nature of God, and the office of an Angel; that 
fame Angel who had /aved them all the days of old. 
Therefore faith the prophet; Tbe Lord, whom ye defire, 
Shall fuddenly come to hes temple, even the Meffenger of the 


covenant whom ye delight im, chap. 11. 1. There can be no 


proper reafon to doubt, that the perfon referred to is the 
Meffiah. This is granted even by the modern Jews *. 


He 


K Chizzeuk Emounah, cap. 39. 
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He was peculiarly the obje&t of their defve and delizht. 
But our opponents muft either grant that, in the days of 
Malachi, the Jews defired, delighted in, and of courfe, ex- 
pected a divine Mefliah; or charge the prophecy with car- 
rying a falfehood in it; nay, one fo palpable, that it 
could not for a moment efcape any individual of that na- 
tion. This muft undoubtedly have been the cafe, had 
they expected no other Meffiah “ than a man like them- 
“ felves.’’ For, although donar: be the word here ufed, 


it is acknowledged by the Jews, as has been already {feen, 
that ıt is a name expreflive of divine power *. 


CHAP. IX. 


Of the Son being revealed in the Old Teftament; as the 


Word, and Wifdom of God. 
H AVING proved, as we hope, to the fatisfaftion of 
the candid, that the ancient Jews believed in a per- 
fonal Word; we proceed to examine the ground of their 
faith, or to inquire, if there be any evidence that the Mef- 
fiah was revealed, in the Scriptures of the Old Teftament, 
under this charatter. Many paflages might be mentioned, 
which it feems moft reafotiable to underftand in this fenfe. 
But we fhall only attend to a few, which cannot with pro- 

priety bear any other meaning. 

In the thank{giving which David offered up, after the 
prophet was fent to inform him of God’s acceptance of 
his intention to build him an houfe, inftead of the ation 
itfelf, he ufes this language ; For thy Worp’s fake, and ac- 
‘cording to thine own beart, haft thou done all thefe things, 

H 3 -  - & Sam. 


* See above, p. 86. 
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2 Sam. vii. 21. From the expreflion, as it appears in this 
place, there 1s no-neceflity for fuppoling that David meant 
the perfonal Word. But the cafe is otherwife, when we 
turn our eye to the parallel paffage, 1 Chron. xvii. 19. O Lord, 
for thy SERVANT’S, fake, and according to thine own heart, 


baft thou done all this sreatne/s. Here the Word of God ap- 
pears as‘his fervant. Under this defignation, indeed, was 


he revealed to the church of Ifrael, Ifa. xli. 1. Behold 
my SERVANT whom I uphold. Some underftand the ex- 
preffion, as it 1s recorded in the Chronicles, as if it were 


an ellipfis, inftead of, “ For the fake of the word which 
“ thou haft {poken to thy fervant.” - But we apprehend that 
no other inftance of fuch an ellipfis can be produced. Ac- 
cording to this view, in the one place it is the word; in 
the other the perfon to whom it was fpoken. Thus, there 
muft be an abfolute change of the fubject. If we take the 
language fimply, without fuppofing an ellipfis, and at the 
fame time underftand the word as denoting the revelation 
formerly made to David; there 1s a change of the very 
caufe of the divine operation. For in the former paflage, 
God is faid to do all this for his word’s fake, that is, for 
brs own fake, for the honour of his faithfulnefs. But .ac- 
cording to the latter, it 1s. all done for David’s faké: and. . 
this language is afcribed to Him at the very time that he is 


difclaaming all merit, and humbly faying, What am L— 
that thou haft brought me hitherto 2 


It feems alfo moft natural to underftand 1 Sam. lll. 2I., 1m 


the fame fenfe: And the Lord appeared again in Shiloh : for 
the Lord revealed himfelf to Samuel in Shiloh, by the Word 
of the Lord. It is firft declared that the Lord appeared. 
The following claufe is added as an wluftration of the 
manner of this appearance: for JEHovAu revealed Dim- 


self by the Word of Jexovau. Literally, he ewed bim- 


E 
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feif. The expreflion is fingular. As far as I can obferve, 
it is not elfewhere ufed. 

If we look back to Gen. xv. r. we {hall find another paf- 
fage that cannot well bear a different meaning ; After thefe 
things, the Word of the Lord came unto Abram in, or by a 
vifion, faying, Fear not, Abram: I am thy fhield. ït 3s 
evident that, on this occafion, there was an appearance of 
the fpeaker. He came, or was by vifion. Now it is clear 
from fcripture, that the Father never aflumed any form. 
This could not be a creature. For not only 1s he called 
Lord God, and defcribed as the object of faith, ver. 6. but he 
exprefsly announces himfelf as that JEHovanH who brought 
Abram out of Ur of the Chaldees, ver. 7. He is God the 
Judge, ver. 14. and he enters into covenant with Abram, 
ver. 15. 

The Word not only appears, but is alfo the fpeaker. The 
Word came—faying. A mere word may be fpoken or faid. 
But we cannot eafily conceive, how it fhould {peak or fay. 
This form of expretlion, indeed, is frequently ufed in the 
Old Teftament. But no proof can be given, that it is not 
the perfonal Word who is meant in all the places where 1t 
occurs. The probability lies on the other fide; efpecially 
‘when it would be doing violence to the context to under- 
ftand the expreflion differently. It cannot be faid that Zeho- 
vah is the fubftantive agreeing with the participle /fayzng ; 
becaufe the name is here zn flatu regiminis, and therefore 
under the government of Dadar, rendered the Word >" 

It does not appear that, in the Hebrew fcriptures, the 
noun governed, 1n the ftate of conftruchon, 1s ufed as the 
nominative of the verb, or the antecedent of any perfonal 
or relative pronoun, to the exclufion of the noun governing. 

It is this Word that fays, Fear not, Abram; I am thy 
field. Neither here, nor in moft of the paflages where 

the fame mode of expreffion 1s wed, do we find that 
H 4 common 
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common introduction of the divine meflages, Thus faith the 
Lord. If the Word be not here underftood perfonally, no 


perfon is mentioned. For we have feen that the name, 
Jehovah, is fo connected, that it cannot denote a perfon 


diftin@tly from the Word. The pronoun J neceffarily re- 
lates to the whole term, the Word of Fehovah. We alfo 
find the fame character elfewhere afcribed to the Word, 
which is here claimed by him: The Word of “fehovab 1s 
tried; he isa buckler, or fhield to all thofe that truft in him, 
Pfal. xviii. 30. Here the pronoun de immediately refers to 


the Word of “ebovab. | 

There is evidently an interchange of language between. 
this Word and Abram. And Abram faid, Behold, to me 
thou baft given no feed, &c. And behold, the Word of the 
Lord unto him, faying, This foall not be thine heir, ver. 3. 4° 
Came, in our verfion, is a fupplement. I fhall only add, 
that the pronoun 4e occurs again in ver. 5. It is the Word of 
Fehovah of whom it is faid; And he brought him, vit. 
Abram, forth again. 
Hag. ii. 4. 5. has been underftood by various interpreters 
as denoting the Logos. I am with you, faith the Lord of 
hofts, according to the word that I covenanted with you when 


yecame up out of Egypt, fo my Spirit remaineth among you: 
fear ye not. Thus it is in our verfion. But the tranflators 
have marked thefe words, according to, as a fupplement. 
The introduction of it certainly obfcures the true fenfe. If 
we read the paflage fimply, without the fupplement, the 
particle NN, eth, may be viewed as demontftrative ; [am 
with you ;—The Word, &c. But it feems more proper to 
confider it as a prepofition ; becaufe the M be demonftrative 
is joined with VAT, dabar. Thus it may be juftly tranf- 
lated, with; I am with you,—with the Word, &c. To 
make the fenfe agree with the fupplement, our tranflators 


have rendered the conjunction 1ve, fo. But there is no 
occafion 
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occafion to deviate from its ordinary meaning which is and. 
NN eth, as a prepofition, feems to govern WWW rubi, my 
spirit, as well as 121 dabar, the Word;—with the Word,— 
and with my Spirit remaining in the miaft of you. The 
word MWY, being the participle, moft naturally connects 
with the prepofition. Thus Jehovah of hofts declares how 
he is prefent among his people It is wth his Word and 
Spirit, and by their operation. Thence the paflage has 
jultly been urged as a proof of a Trinity of perfons *. 

The Word is literally faid to have been cut of. This is 


the original and proper meaning of the expreflion rendered 


covenanted. For it 1s ufed only 1n a fecondary fenfe, to fig- 
nify the making of a covenant. It 1s alfo to be obferved, 
that generally when it has the latter fignification, it 1s joined 


with the word Berzh +. Now, the Word was typically cut 
off in their cojuing out of Egpyt, in the ordinance of the 


Paffover, which was celebrated on the very night of their 
departure. He was cut off in all the facrifices inftituted in 
the wildernefs. But although the ordinary fenfe were pre- 


ferred, it would be no objechon to our view of the paflage. 
Junius and Tremellius read; Te Word in whom Í cove- 


nanted» For the law was ordained in the hand of a Media- 
tor. But though the prepofition, z7, were not fuppofed to 


be included, there could be no impropriety in underftand- 


ing the language of Chrift: for he is gzven for a covenant 
of the people, Ifa. xli. 6. xlix. 8. becaufe it.is only in him 
that God enters into any foederal tranfaction with finful crea- 


tures. Therefore, he is alfo called the Meffenger, or Angel 
of the covenant, Mal. in. 1. 


Befides 


*% Glaffi Phil. Sacr. lib. uL t. 6, p. 1068. 


t Ican find one paffage only where it is ufed by itfelf to denote a foe- 
deral tranfaction, 2 Chron. vii. 1$, 
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Befides the natural and proper meaning of the words, 
there are feveral things which confirm this view. It ftnct- 
ly agrees with the account elfewhere given of the privilege 
of the ancient Church, Ifa. lx. 9. 10. The Angel of bis pre- 
fence faved them.---But they rebelled and vexed his Holy Spirt. 
Befides, the Meffiah is the great fubject of this meflage 
of comfort. For it immediately follows; Yet once, it isa 
little while,---and I will Jhake all nations, aud the defire of all 
nations fhall come, Hag. 1.6.7. The connexion of thefe 
words with the preceding affords an unanfwerable proof, 
that the perfonal Word is meant. For the continued pre- 
fence of this covenanted Word, is here afligned as one great 
reafon why they were zot to fear. Now, we are aflured 
from undoubted authority, that the ceremonial law, as long 
as it continued, was a yoke of bondage. But this 1s not all. 
The very abolition of that word which was covenanted, or 
of the covenant confidered as legal, is here promifed as 
ground of confidence and comfort. For this is the unque- 
{tionable meaning of thefe words, I will Jhake the heavens: 
and thus we find them applied, Heb. x11. 26. 27. as denoting 
the vifible frame of the Church. It 1s alfo declared, for 
the further confolation of believers, that this fhould take 
place in a Little while. Now, it would be abfurd to fuppofe, 

that God fhould declare the continuance of a covenant to be 
matter of comfort, at the very time that, with the fame de- 
fign, he promifes its {peedy abolition. 

The Doétor evidently underftands Solomon as merely 
allegorizing, when he {peaks of We/dom, Prov. viii*. While 


socinians endeavour to evade the force of any argument 
derived from the ufe of that defignation, the Word of the 
Lord, by afferting that it means God him/felf; they find ıt 


necefllary to change their ground with relpect to Wz/dom, 
which 


* Hitt, Corrupts vol, i, p. 24. 39. 
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which they underftand as fignifying a particular attribute of 
Deity. But although they fpeak as if they were the only 
people poffeffed of reafon, they give fuch inierpretations of 


 {cripture as leave it loaded with abfurdity. For if the wife 
man celebrates a mere attribute, he expreffes himfelf in a 
manner irreconculeable to the common rules of language. 
For this Wifdom fays, Cownfel zs mine, and found wifdom, 
ver. 14. It mutt be granted, either that a perfon is meant, 
or that an attribute may be the fubje& of an attribute ; 
nay, that a thing may be predicated of itfelf. Does not 
the reader learn a great deal, by being informed that “ wif- 
“dom belongs to wifdom?” Nor is it much better to fay, 
in this fenfe, Z have ftrength. Is power an attribute of the 
attribute of wifdom? That exprefhon, I was fet up from 
everlafting, ver. 23. can with no propriety apply to a mere 
perfection. When underftood of perfonal Wifdom, it has a 
beautiful and comfortable meaning ; as denoting his eternal 
ordination to the office of Mediator. In what fenfe can the 
attribut eof wildom be faid to be brought forth? ver. 25. 
The language cannot be underftood of any actual or opera- 
tive difplay of this perfection. It exprefsly excludes fuch 
an idea. For this event is faid to have been previous to 
creation, that is, before any external manifeftation of the 
divine perfections.: It will not be pretended, that this per- 
feGtion was generated ı in the divine effence. And we can- 
not think of any view, befides that ordinarily taken, which 
would not do violence, either to the connexion, or to com- 
mon fenfe. l 

This Wifdom 1s not only brought forth, but brought up, 
ver. 39. How can we fuppofe an attribute to be compared 
to a fofter child? Place is affigned to it; Then was E by 
Sim: and affethon,—rejozcing, delights. An infpired Evan- 
gelit, {peaking of the fame Widom, under another cha- 


rafter, our opponents themfelves being judges, borrows the 
comparifon 
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comparifon here ufed, exprefling it more fimply; The only 
begotten, who is in the bofom of the Father, John 1.18*. Heres, 
indeed, we have the ideas conveyed by both thefe terms, 
brought forth, and brought up, exhibited at once. That 
the language is applicable to a perfon only, may be after- 
wards proved. 

The fame perfon is evidently. introduced, chap. 1. 20.—32. 
Wildom is made to fay, I wll pour out my Spirit unto you, 
ver. 23. That a f{pirit may have wifdom, can be eafily 


conceived. But it is to fuppofe a ftrange inverfion, to fay 
that the attribute of wifdom may give his fpinit, or dif- 


penfe his influences to others. 


Our author endeavours to get rid of this paffage, by com- 
paring it with others in which the figure of perfonification 
is employed. “ One method of allegorizing,” he fays, 
‘¢ which took its rife in the Eaft, was the perfonification of 
“things without life, of which we have many beautiful 


‘examples in the books of {fcripture, as of wz/dom by So- 
« lomon, of the dead by Ezekiel, and of x and death by 


“ the apoftle Paul +.” 

That this figure is often ufed in fcripture is undeniable. 
But it will be obferved, that generally the perfonification is 
not continued long; and that the fpeaker or writer returns 
to the proper ftyle. There is not an example of the perfon:- 
fication of one thing being fo long continued, and including 
fo many circumftances, any where elfe in {cripture. Be- 
fides, whatever circum({tances are introduced, in the ufe of 
this figure, juftly apply, at leaft in a metaphorical fenfe, 
to their fubject. But it has been feen, that things are here 
afcribed to Wifdom, which, if ıt be underftood as a per- 


fection, 


# Vid. Lampe in loc. Guffetii Comment. in Ling. Ebraic. in voc. 


AVON: 
t Hift. Cor, vol. i. p, 24% 
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fection, cannot admit of any meaning. It ought alfo to be 
obferved, that however frequently this figure is ufed, there 
is no difhculty in knowing that the language muft be under- 
{tood figuratively. It is fo introduced, as fcarcely to leave 
the weakeft reader in doubt. But the paflage before us, as 
Nocinians explain it, is entirely different, in this refpect, 
from every other of the fame kind. For it is undeniable, 
that almoft all readers and interpreters, ancient or modern, 
even the moft learned, have viewed this as the defcription 
of a perfon. Befides, when this figure is introduced in the 
language of infpiration, it always appears with the greateft 
propriety and beauty. But the perfonification of the at- 
tribute of wifdom, confidering the circumftances already 


mentioned, would be forced and unnatural. 

= There is a great difference between this paflage and that 
referred to in Ezekiel, chap. xxxvi. There we are informed 
that what is narrated, took place only in vifion. For the 
whole is explained of the houfe of Ifrael. All that was 
tranfacted, was an emblem of a fpiritual work. The fer- 
vants of the Lord, at his command, prophefy or preach to 


thofe who are dead in fins. The fle/b and finews of a pro- 
tefion often appear, where there is no {piritual life. This 
can only proceed from the Breath or Spirit of Jehovah, 
and muft be prayed for by his fervants. Here fatts exactly 
corre{pond with emblems. 

Sın is perfonified, Rom. vii. and faid to decezve, to work, 
to flay; becaufe it 1s the immediate agent in producing all 
thefe effects, as diffufing diforder and defilement through 
the foul. It decezves. For all the power of deception pro- 
ceeds from it. It works all manner of concupifcence; as 


the operations of various lufts are merely the workings of 
this general principle. It ays. This word is indeed ufed 
figuratively, with refpect to the mind. But ftill it exprefles 


what is true in a fpiritual fenfe, Thus it really few Saul, 
3 by 
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by driving him nearly to defpair, by working death in his 
fol. Death is alfo perfonified. But nothing is afferted of 
it, which muft neceflarily be underftood of a real perfon ; 
as hath been proved with refpećt to Wifdom. 

That apocryphal book, the Wifdom of Solomon, affords 
many proofs that the ancient Jews confidered Wifdom as a 
perfon. J {hall refer to one only. ‘“ Wifdom is the worker 
“ of all things, in whom is an underftanding {pirit, holy, 
“ only-begotten, manifold, fubtle, lively,—quick,—who 
“cannot be letted,----the breath of the power of God,” 
chap. vu. 22. {hefe things cannot apply to the attribute 
of wifdom. For it ıs here reprefented as the immediate 


agent in creation, and as what cannot be letted, which ex- 
preffions more properly belong to power. It is faid to ave 


a fpirit. This cannot, with any propriety, be afferted of 
an accident. It is only-begotten. To aflert this of an attri- 
bute, would be a ridiculous ftretch of perfonification. When 
faid to be lively, quick, &c. it exaétly correfponds with the 
account given, Heb. 1v. 12.13. of that Word with whom 
we have to do. It is called “the breath of the power of 
“« God.” This could never be meant by any reafonable 
perfon, however much additted to figurative writing, 
as a defcription of the perfection of wifdom. For the 
reverfe only could be aflerted. Power, as an attribute, might, 
by a ftrong figure, be denominated ‘ the breath of the 
wz/dom of God;’’ as being its expreflion, and manitfeftation. 
But the propofition is abfurd, if inverted; unlefs it be 
meant of a perfon, whofe generation might be expreifed in 
this manner. 

Wildom 1s evidently tote oduced, in the New Teftament, 


as a perfon. Not to infift on that palage, W: ifdom is Jufli- 
Jed of her children, Mat. xi. 19. there are others about 
which there cannot reafonably be any difpute. Our Sa- 
viour ules this language ; Therefore alfo Jaid the Wifdom of 

God, 
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God, Iwill fend them prophets and apoftles, Luke xi. 49. 
The pronoun J evidently refers to the Wi/dom of God as the 


{peaker. This Wifdom not only fpeaks, but fends. Here 
there 1s not a fhadow of reafon for fuppofing a figurative 


perfonification. For Jefus 1s not delivering a parable or 
prophecy. The whole language of the context is ftridtly 
literal. But the Spirit of God elfewhere gives us a key 
for underftanding this language, as ufed in both Teftaments ; 


by informing us that the Wifdom of God is Chrift, 1 Cor. 
l. 24. 
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The Logos proved to be a Perfon, from the Introdultion to 
the Gofpel of “fobn. 


MONG the many paflages in the New Teftament 

-> which reprefent the Word as a perfon, the Introduéticn 
to John’s Gofpel appears with diftinguifhed luftre. There- 
fore, in every age, the adveriaries of the Deity of Chrift 
have laboured to involve ıt in darknefs. The fum of what 
is maintained by Dr P. feems to confift in thefe affertions : 

I. That John did not mean, by the Logos, a perfon, but 
an attribute. | 

II. That it is almoft certain that his defign, in writing 
his Gofpel, was to correct thole who believed that the Logos 
wes a perfon, 


VoL. I. 1 III. That 
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III. That, in the introduftion to his Gofpel, he alludes 


to the very fame fyftem as ın his firft Epiftle, in which he 
blames thofe only who ‘denied the reality of Chrift’s hu. 


man nature. 


I. Dr. P. afferts, that John did not mean, by the Logos,. 
a perfon, but an attribute. ‘“ The Chriftian philofophers,”’ 
he fays, “ having once got the idea that the Logos might 
« be interpreted of Chrift, proceeded to explain what John 
« fays of the Logos in the introduction of his Gofpel, to: 
‘¢ mean the fame perfon, in direct oppofition to what he: 
“ really meant, which was, that the Logos by which all 
“ things were made was not a being diftinct from God, 
‘but God himfelf, being his attribute, his wifdom and 
“ power, dwelling in Chrift, fpeaking and ating by 
“ him *.” 

This, like the moft of our author’s pofitions, refts folely 
on his own’ affertion. But although the proof properly 
belongs to him, I fhall endeavour to bring pofitive proof 
to the contrary. It might be urged,. as an argument of no 
inconfiderable weight againft this affertion, that thofe who 
make it cannot produce another inftance, from the New 
Teftament, of the word Logos being ufed to fignify the 
wifdom or power of God as an attribute: whereas it hath 
been praved, that the correfpondent term, ın the Hebrew, 
is {9 ufed in the Old, as neceffarily to denote a perfon : and 
I hope to make it appear that Logos, in fome other paflages,., 
muft be underftood in the fame fenfe. But I am willing to 
reft the whole controverfy with refpect to the meaning of 


the term as here ufed, on the evidence arifing from the paf- 
fage itfelf. For if we attentively confider the Introdudtion 
to this Gofpel, which includes the firft eighteen veries, we 
fhall find almoft as many arguments againft the Socinian 
explanation, as there are words. 


It: 
* Hit. Corrupt. vol. i. p. 31. Earl. Opin. vol.i. p, 68, 131. 
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Tt is Dr P.’s profeffed intention to “ labour in the dif- 
“ covery and communication of truth *.” All who agree 
with him, pretend to reduce the doctrines of revelation to 
the level of human underftanding. Thofe who profefs to 
inftruct mankind, efpecially when it is their avowed defign 
to overthrow eftablifhed opinions, ought fairly to attend to 
every objection, and endeavour to fatisfy every reafonable 
inquirer. I fhall, therefore, at times take the liberty of 
propoling a queit:on, or of ftating a difficulty, arifing from 
their interpretations of this paflage. ‘For if the friends of 
the Unitarian fyftem fincerely wifh to make converts, they 
muft not, as hath generally been their practice hitherto, 
deal in unfupported affertions, or ftart afide from the point 
of an argument, by propofing another of their own; but 


fairly meet every objection, give it due weight, and plainly 
demonttrate its futility. 
To give a diftin& view of the Evangelift’s defign, it may 
be the moft proper plan to confider the verfes in their order: 
Ver. 1. 2. The verb w, rendered was, undoubtedly ap- 
plies with far more propriety to a perfon than to an attri- 


bute ; as denoting the eternal and neceffary exiftence of the 
Word. In this fenfe it is ufed by the fame infpired writer 


with refpect to God the Father, Rev. 1. 4.6 nv, who was. 
Our Lord {peaks of himfelf in the fame language, ver. 8. 


I am he ow, who was. 

If the Evangelift meant to defcribe an attribute, was it — 
not prepofterous and unneceflary to fay that it was zn the 
beginning, that it was with God? If this be the fenfe, is 
he not chargeable with an unmeaning tautology, when he 
adds; The fame was in the beginning with God? For who 
could fuppofe that the Divine Being exifted before his own 


wifdom and power, that the eflénce of God preceded his 
I 2 perfections ¢ 


* Dedication to Hift. Cor. p. va. 
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perfections ? As it is ordinary with writers to exert all their 
powers in framing a ftriking introdudction; confidering John 
merely as a writer, .1s this paflage in any refpect confonant 
to the elevation of thought, and propriety of expreflion, 
evident in every other part of his writings? Viewing 
him as inf{pired, is fuch an unneceflary affertion, efpecially 
as repeated with the greateft folemnity, worthy of ‘the 
Spirit of infpiration ? 

Indeed, it feems undeniable that, if the Evangelift meant 
by this term to denote an attribute, there was no occafion 
whatfoever for the repetition in ver. 2; efpecially -as the 
thing afferted contains no proof that this was his meaning. 
For if it was once underftood that this term fignified merely 
a divine perfection, inftead of its being neceflary repeatedly 
to aflure the reader, that the attribute of wz/dom or power 
was with God in the beginning, and not afterwards ac- ` 
quired or generated,—a fingle declaration of this would ap- 
pear fuperfluous. If, then, this aflertion 1s of no avail to: 
prove that an attribute is meant; 1f, even f{uppofing ihat 1t 
were, fuch a repetition would be unneceflary ; we muft 
endeayour to difcover fome fufficient reafon for this repeti- 
tion, which feems to have been introduced by the writer as. 
peculiarly emphatic. The only reafon that can naturally 
be fuppofed, is, that the Evangelift having aflerted that the 
Word was God, in order to exprefs his. proper and fupreme 
Deity, wifhed to guard every one againft that very error 
Anto which our author hath fallen, of concluding, from this 
expreflron, that there was only one perfon in the divine 
-effence. Therefore he adds;.The fame was in the begin- 
ning with God. It is afcribing a very retrograde motion to 
the infpired amanuen/fis, to fay, that after he had fpoken of the 
Word as an attribute, and poftively aflerted that ıt was God 
himfelf, he fhould inftantly fly off from this final idea, and’ 
in the very next words exhibits his fubyect in a loofer form, 

asi 
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as only with God. But if we view this repetition as des 
figned to guard the reader againft fuppofing thet fuch an 
unity 1s meant as excludes a plurality of co-equal perfons, 
we perceive its force and propriety in a very flriking light. 
We have the fubftance of the three foregoing propofitions 
contained in. one; and not merely fo, but each of: thefe 
truths exhibited in its proper connexion. 
' The demonffrative ovtos, rendered the fame, has peculiar 
emphafis. For it does not merely denote the perfon for- 
merly mentioned, but this perfon according to the very de- 
{cription given of hin, as God. 

Thus Baii explains the paflage; ‘* That fame Word, 
“ which was God, was alfo in the beginning with God +.” 


Here that term is ufed, which in different places exprefles 
the language of the Father, when pointing out Jefus Chrift 
as the object of his love, and of man’s faith; particularly, 
as diftinguifhing him from Mofes and Elias, to whom,’ it 
would feem, the three difciples were inclined to pay more 
refpect than was lawful. Ouro; This ts my beloved Son ;— 
hear ye him, Mat. xvii. §. alfo itt. 17. The Baptift’s parti- 
cular defignation of Jefus, when he pointed him out to 
others, as it were with the finger, is expreffed in the fame 
manner ; as we learn from ver. 15. 30. 33. 34. of this chapter. 
The prepofition zpos, tranflated with, feems to be moft natu- . 
rally underftood in the fenfe of zaga apud, Socirflans cannot 
well object to this view. as it is that of their patrog the learn- 
ed Grotius. This mode of expreflion 1s ufed in other parts of 
{cripture, with refpect to the Son of God; as in‘Prov. viii. 
3c. Then was I by him, as one brought up WITH him. So 
Chrit himfelf prays; Now, O Father, glorify thou me 


«vith thine own felf, with the glory which I had Taga ceavtw, 
I 3 with 


* Illud ipfum Verbum, quod Deus erat, in principio quoque erat apud 
Wenm. Ap. Lampe in loc, 
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with thee before the world was, chap. xvir. g. Thus, the pro- 
pofition reos marks a perfonal diftinction. In the New Tefta- 
ment, it frequently denotes the prefence of one perfon with 
others. In this fenfe our Lord fays; O faithle/s generation, 
how long fhall I be (moos yuas) with you? Mark ix. 19. And 
Paul; Not only when I am prefent (mpos vuas) with you, &e. 
Gal. iv. 18 *. But this term does not feem to be any where 
ufed, in the fenfe here impofed on it by Socinians, to exprefs 
the refidence of a quality in a fubjett, as effential to the fub- 
jectin which it refides. Outros, the Jame, being thus connected 
with re~, fhews that the fubjeĉt, according to the account 
given of him as God, was with God, that is, the Father. 
The repetition of thefe words, zz the beginning, as connec- 
ted with the other affertions, denotes that as God, he was 
eternally with God : it being generally granted that zz the 
beginning is an Hebrew idiom for exprefling eternity +. For 
whatever was in the ‘beginning, before the creation of all 
things, muft have eternally exifted. Thence, the Evangelift 
declares that the Word was zz the beginning with God, te 

fhew that his exiftence was coeval with that of the Father. 
We generally judge of the meaning of a writer in one paf- 
fage, from the fenfe in which he ufes the fame language in an- 
other, concerning which there 1s no difpute ; unlefs ıt appear 
that we mut neceffarily underftand the fame terms different- 
ly. But it is granted, even by Dr P. ț, that John, in the intro- 
duction tohis firft Epiftle, by the Word of Life means our Lord 
Jefus Chrift. Now in what manner does he exprets himfelf 
there? What was from the beginning,----concerning the Word 
of Life,----declare we unto you Å. How analogous this 1s to the 
language 


* Vide Lampe in Joh. i. 2. 
t Sicut mos eft Hebizis Aeternitatem populariter defcribere, Grot. 
ł Vol.1. p. r92. 
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language ufed by the fame writer in the introduétion to 
his Gofpel, muft appear to every reader, whether he wilh 
to perceive it or not. In the beginning was the Word---In 
Jim was Life*. Aexn has unqueftionably the fame mean- 
ing in both places. That defignation, the Word of Life, 
conveys the very idea exprefled in the paflage before us, Iz 
bim was Life. 

It was pretended by ancient Socinians, that this name 
was given to Jelus, becaufe he announced the Word of 
Life +. Dr P. does not refine fo, much. He fays of the 
infpired writer; ‘“ What could he mean by fpeaking of 
« Jefus under the figure of life,—but that he: was really æ 
“mant.” But then he mutt alfo have meant that Chrift 
was eternally a man. For he whois called the Word of Life, 
is in ver. 2. faid to be that eternal Life which was with the 
Father. This evidently exprefies the peculiar reafon of the 
defignation, his poffefling life eflentially and being the foun- 
tain of it to all creatures. Thence it is faid, chap. v. II. 
This life is in hes Son. 

We may, alfo obferve the exact correfpondence between 
thefe words—that eternal Life which was with the Father, and 
thofe in the Goipel; The fame was inthe beginning with 
God ||. For w ev apyn and awvov are certainly fynonymous 
expreflions. 

If it be ftll urged that, in the introduction to the ‘Gofpel, 
a mere attribute 1s meant, let the following quer-es be an- 
{wered: ‘“* To what purpofe would it ‘be faid that that was 
“ with God, and in the beginning with ‘God, which was God 
“s himfelf? Who could be ignorant, that the Creator was 

o I`4 “in 

* Ev apn ny 6 Aoyoc.mmEv auTou Can ny. 

+ Schlichting in loc. tł Vol. i. ibid. 
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‘in the beginning of the creation? Who would fay that 
“ the one God was with the one God? Who would oppofe 
“ thts one God to the one God, as different 2?” I have a right 
to put thefe queftions to the Socinians of this age, as they 
are the very words of one of their Patriarchs *. Indeed, 
it is a circumftance extremely unfavourable to the Socinian 
{yftem, that its fupporters have found it abfolutely neceflary 
{fo often to change their ground, in explaining this remark- 
able paflage; whereas the friends of the Deity of Chrift 
have uniformly applied it to him as a divine Perfon. The 
ancient enemies of the Word rejefted the whole Gofpel-.of 
John, becaufe it fo directly oppofed the:r fyftem. Some, 
in later times, have denied the authenticity of the Intro- 
duction; becaufe it fupplied their opponents with unan- 
{werable arguments. The more modern Socinians, while 
they have found it beyond their power to difprove its au- 
thenticity, have done their utmoft to render it of as little 
ufe as poflible, by explaining it in oppofition to common 
fenfe, and to all the ordinary rules of conftruction. Two 
centuries ago, Socinians applied it to Chrift perfonally con- 
fidered: but endeavoured to explain it away, by pretending 
that the zew creation was meant. Thofe of this age under- 
{tand it of the old; but deny that the Word is to be view- 
ed as a Perfon. 

Schlichting, indeed, is more fair than many of his fuccef- 
fors. For, though not lefs acute than any of them, he fo keen- 
ly feels the hese of truth, as not only to grant that a Perfon 
is meant, and that this is Jefus; but he argues with great 
propriety again{t underftanding the paflage of an attribute. 
“ This Word,” he fays, “ 1s a Perfon properly fo called, and 
‘ that Jefus.—DUndoubtedly, all thefe things which John 


‘mentions, lz the beginning, &c. and what follows, cannot. 
“ be 


¥ Schlichting in loc. 
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i be afferted but of a Perfon; thence, not of the {peech of 
“God properly fo called, nor of the faculty of fpeaking, 
“ nor of reafon, nor of power, nor of any other attribute *.” 
All things were made by him, ver. 3. The lubject of this 
affertion is unqueftionably the immediate agent in creation. 
But Socinians underftand this language of the attribute of 
wifdom. ‘However, if any particular attribute be perfoni- 
fied, as the more immediate agent in creation, this honour 
undoubtedly belongs to power. If wi/dom be figuratively 
viewed as an agent, ıt is more remote than power; which, 
becaufe of its immediate agency, is often called God’s Land 
and arm. A confcioufnefs that their explanation was jultly 


liable to this objeftion, feems to have induced our author, 
and fome of his brethren, to include both thefe attributes 
in the definition of the Logos. Therefore he fays; “ The 
Logos was—God himfelf, being his attribute, his wifdom 
‘and power +.” But this definition is evidently a contradiction 
in terms. For wifdom and power are not az attribute. They 
are two diftinct attributes. The very perfons, who are fuch 
enemies to a plurality, can foift it in, whea occafion ferves, 
under the idea of perfect unity. “By what figure of f{peech, 
or rule of conftruction, from what new difcovery of the 
power of numbers, are we to learn that ove is two? Here 
is uzity including plurality, in the fame refpect. Yet thefe 
are the men who make fo violent an outcry, 1f a plurality 
1s faid to fubfift in unity, not in the fame, but in a different 
ref{pect. 

“When the Doéttor publifhed his Hiftory of Corruptions, 
he certainly thought that he had rightly apprehended the 
meaning of the facred writer. For he informed the public, - 
that others had “ explained what John fays----in direct op- 

“ pofition 


@ In Joan, chap. i. p. 3: + Hift. of Cor, yol. i. p 31. 
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 pofition to what he really meant *.” But the learned gen 
tleman, it would feem, has fince that time fome how or 
other got more into the fectets of the Evangelift. For he 
now affures us, that “ the only Logos that he acknowledged, 
“ was the power of God, an attribute of the Father +.” 
Socinian writers certainly feel greatly at a lofs in explain- 
ing this paflage. They with, if poffible, to retain the idea 
of wi/dom; con{cious as they are that the ordinary fenfe of 
the term Logos has moft affinity to this. But they alfo 
know that perfonification more properly belongs to power, 
as the immediate agent in creation. They cannot include 
both, without lofing the unity of their Logos: and when, 
as in this inftance, the term is reftricted to the attribute of 
power, its natural fenfe 1s loft, and a new one 1mpofed, for 


which they have not the countenance of a fingle patlage of 
{cripture. 

Had the Evangelift really meant, as our author afferts, to 
oppofe the Gnoftics only ; would it not have been far more 
proper to have declared that all things' were made by God 


himfelf? For they held that the world was made by one of 


their «ons. 

By the way, we may obferve, in oppofition to thofe who 
make the Word to be a created God, and the fecondary 
caufe of all other creatures, that à ’avts, by him, cannot be 
underftood inftrumentally. For where no matter pre-exifted, 
there could be no inftrument. If a// things were made by 
him, matter itfelf was a part of his work; which necef- 
farily fuppofes him to bea primary agent. If wethewt him no- 
thing was made that was made, it certainly follows that he was 
not himfelf made. For had he been one of the things made, 
he muft have received his being without any agency on 


his 


w Ibid. + Earl. Op. vol, i. p. 18x. 
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his own part. Thence, it could not have been truly affirm- 
ed, that wzthout him was nothing made. 

In him was life, ver. 4. Some apprehend that this claufe 
is to be reftritted by the following, and this life was the 
light of man; as if the Evangelift meant only that fpiri- 
tual life which Chrift communicates to men*. But it 
feems more naural to fuppofe that, having afferted in the 
preceding words, that all things were made by the Logos, 
he firft fhews whence this work belonged to him, by de- 
claring that all life was effentially in him, and then parti- 
cularizes one kind of life more immediately in view, as of 
confequence proceeding from him. The Word made all 
things, becaufe all life was in him as its natural fountain ; 
and therefore, that which regards the foul of man mutt in 
every age have been derived from him. ` 

But the Socinian view of this verfe 1s attended with un- 
furmountable difficulties. We may, indeed, form the idea 
of an attribute being perfonified. But we cannot fuppofe 
that an attribute fhould not only be viewed as a fubjett, but 
have fomething afcribed to it in the abftratt; efpecially 
when the abftract is not ufed figuratively, b .t properly, as 
denoting the real exiftence of the predicate in its fubject. 
An attribute of deity might be called a Word, or even a 
living Word. But {cripture affords no example of power 
or principle being faid to exit, in the abftract, ın a mere at- 
tribute. Now, whatever this Word be, /zfe is faid to have 
been 27 it. 

The communication of this life, mentioned in the words 
immediately following, fhews tha: lite was in the Logos, as 
its proper jubyect, fource and repolitory. This turther iluf- 
trates the grofs 1-.propriety of the language, 1f appued to 
an attribute. For it is acferibed as the etħicient cauie of all 

that 
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that light of kncwledge E E on man. Here, there 
would be an accident, not merely perfonified, and exhibited 
as the fubject of a principle properly refiding 1n it; but as 
the proper efficient caufe of another principle refiding in 
fubjects entirely different. A ftrange jumble of diffonant 
figures, indeed! as inadequate to fuggeft one juft idea to the 


mind, as the fortuitous concourfe of atoms, to produce a 
regular, animated and intelligent fubject. 

It ought alfo to be obferved that, even fuppofing the 
figurative f{tyle to have been hitherto ufed, it 1s dropped 
here. For had it been carried on, the language would have 
been, *“* He was life, and this life,” &c. Thefe words, how- 
ever, In him was life, are not figurative, but ftrictly pro- 
per; as exprefling the refidence of a power in its own fub- 
ject. As the term /zgdt, here ufed properly, is afterwards 
introduced as a perfonal defignation, it is a {trong prefump- 
tion that areal perfon is meant. For in fcripture, when 
any thing 1s perfonified which is not really a perfon, the 
figurative {tyle is generally firft ufed, and then the fimple. 
But here this plan is reverfed. 

Ver. §.----11. That the fame fubjeé, whether perfon or 
attribute, 1s here deligned the light, that light, and the true 
fight, which is 1n the introduétion called the word, will ap- 
pear from a very {flight attention to the context. For there 
ig xo interruption in the narrative. When it 1s faid that 
all things were made by the Word, it 1s added, as the reafon 
of this declaraticn, and as the evidence of that power 
afcribed; Iz him was life. Then light is mentioned, as 
the immediate effect of this principle of hfe, and as a fur- 
ther evidence of his being the fource of life, becaufe of his 
communicating the light of falvation. ‘The mention of 
Chrift’s harbinger, fo far from being an interruption, is a 
collateral proof of the continuance of the fame fubject. There 


13, indeed, a change of the defignation. What is firft called 
the 
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the word, is afterwards denominated /zght. But this was 
highly proper, «3 the ancient Jews not only called their 


Redeemer the Word, but expected him as the Light. The 
prophets gave him this appellation, Ifa. ix. 1. Chrift {poke 


of himfelf under the fame character; I am the light of the 
world, chap. Vill. 12. xl. 35. &c. 

The term exeivos fhews that there is no change of the fub- 
jet. For, according to its ufe, it has evidently a retrofpect 
to all that has been previoufly faid. The ufe of avrov alfo, 
ver. 10. rendered zm, inftead of avto, zt, which the con- 
nection with dws ftritly required, fhews that the Evangelift 
has ftill had but one fubject in view. Befides, the fame 
‘work 1s afcribed to the Light, as to the Word;: Te world 


was made by him. | 

` There is as little reafon to doubt that our Lord Jefus 
Chrift 1s perfonally defigned the Light. This appears from 
the manner in which the light is fpokenof; that Light. He 
is allo called that true Light, becaufe he fully pofleffes ali 
that the expreflion implies; and as contrafted with all the 
inferior lights which his church hath enjoyed, and immedi- 
ately with the Baptrit. .Great was the honour conferred 
upon John, in being fent to bear witnefs of that Light. But 
this was the moft that could be faid of him: whereas it 1s 
given as the great evidence of Jefus being that true Light, 
that he communicates light to others. Even when he acknow- 
ledged John to bea durning and a /hining light, he ufed 2 
word fignifying a borrowed light, avxves*. _ John is defcri- 
bed as Jenat from God; but he was fent as a mere man. He 
was himfelf lighted by him who dighteth every man. He was 
but a amp lighted by a communication from the ¢rue Light. 


He bore witue/s of that light, only by derivation from him 


who derives from no other.” And he could only bear witne/s. 
He 


® Chap. ¥. 4%. 
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He could not favingly illuminate any of his hearers. But 
Jefus lighteth every man who cometh into the world, whe- 
ther as fent, like John, in an extraordinary charadter, or as 
coming in the ordinary way; whether the light commu- 
nicated be that of reafon, or of grace. For he is that God 
who commanded the light to fhine out of darknefs. 

The language of the Evangelift concerning John, He was 
not that Light, affords a very ftrong proof that a perfon 1s 
meant. For if he had ftill {poken of an attribute, and been 
fatisfied thet he had ufed terms fully expreflive of his mean- 
ing, what good reafon can be given for here informing his 
reader that he had not the Baptift in his eye? If he had not 
{till meant to defcribe a perfon, was not this a very unne- 
ceflary parentheiis ? 

Befides, proper perfonal fubfiftence is afcribed to this 
light ; He was in the world. A change of fituation is alfo 
afferred. This is at any rate afcribed to God improperly, 
and merely fignifies a difference of manifeftation. But ıt 
cannot be afcribed to an attribute, either properly or figura- 
tively. 

Property 1s alfo afcribed to this light; He came to bas 
own. But this always fuppoles a perfon, and not an acci- 
dent. 

In a word, this light is faid to have been rejected. Hrs 
own received him not. It cannot be doubted, that this de- 
notes the rejection of Chrift by his own people the Jews. 
We muft therefore fuppofe, either that the fame perfon is 
here meant, who is at firt called the Word, and of confe- 
guence that Chrift was in the beginning with God; or, that 
anew perfon is introduced, without the leaft intimation of 
any change of the fubjeCt. The confiftency of this with 
the Evangelift’s defign, thofe who affert 1t may fhew. 


It cannot, with any femblance of reafon, be pretended, 
that the expreflion under confideration fignifies that this 


Word, 
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wW ord, or Light, was rejected, when it afterwards dwelt in | 
the man Jefus. For not only does the ftructure of the paf- 


fage fhew that it was not an attribute, but a perfon, that 
they did not receive; but the fame thing 1s evident from 


the general tenor of thefe paffages of {cripture which declare 
this rejection ; Ifa, lili. 3. He is de/pifed and rejeGted of men; 
----he was defpifed and we efteemed him not. Therefore he is 
addrefled by the Father as that perfon whom man defpifeth, 
and whom the naticn abhorreth, chap. xlix. 7. 

Thus, it appears that the Light ıs a Perfon. Therefore, 
Jefus being called the Light, that Light, that true Light; as 
it is this very Light of whom itis faid, Ln Aim was life; 
as he, of whom this is faid, is he Word; is it not undeni- 
able that Jefus Chrift is himfelf the Word? As there was 


creating Lzfe in the Word, ver. 3. as there was the fame in 


the Light by whom ¢the world was made, ver. 10.3; and as 
both thefe terms denote the fame fubjedt, is not Jefus Chrift 


that perfonal Word by whom the world was made ? 

Ver. 12. To as many as received him, &c. If it be ftill 
urged that an attribute 1s meant in the beginning of the 
chapter, the fame muft unquettionably be meant here. For 
no new fubject is introduced, if a new one be introduced at 
all, till Jefus Chrift is exprefsly mentioned, ver. 17. or at 


any rate, till the Word is exhibited in a new relation, ver. 
14. as made fie/o. But how can an attribute not only be 


received, but confer power? How can one believe on the 
name of an attribute? An attribute is itfelf a name. 
Thence, the zame of God often denotes his attributes. But 
if the Logos be merely an‘attribute, believing on the Name 
of the Word, is believing on the name of a naime. There- 
fore, the expreflion is an abfolute folecifm. It ought to have 
been, “ who believe on the Name,” or, at any rate, ‘on the 
* name of God,” that 1s, on te Ward, that divine attribute 
formerly mentioned. | 


Ir 
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It would be ‘vain to reply, that it is the name of Jefus 
afterwards mentioned. Not to fay, that this is contradic. | 
tory to all the rules of ‘language ; 1f Chrift be perfonally a 
mere man, as ‘Socinians affert, it would be bélieving on a 
man only. For fuch an inhabitation of the Word as they 
pretend, could never make the name of Chrift the object of 
faith; becaufe he is ftill fuppofed to be a creature. But 
they ought ferioufly to confider, that believing in the Word, 
who was in the beginning with God, ts one thing neceflarily 
implied in the faith here defcribed. For the Evangelift. 
plainly refers to that zame by which he had already denoted 


his glorious fubject,and by which he elfewhere defcribes him ; 
And his' Name 1s called, the Word of God, Rev. xix. 12. 


Believers in his Name are, therefore, in ver. 18. faid to bé 
born, or begotten not of the'will of man, but of God ; becaufe 
it is this Word, on whofe Name they believe, who gzves 


them power to become the fons of God. 


Ver. 14. The Word was made flefo and dwelt among us. 
Socinians fay that an attribute was made flefh, becaufe zt 


dwelt in the man Jefus. But this expofition is liable to 
many weighty objectons. 

In the plain language of narrative, like that of the whole 
Gofpel hiftory, as far as it relates to fats, can an attribute, 
becaufe it ated by a man be with propriety faid to be there- 
fore made fle/b? This is the harfheft metaphor ever ufed, 
if it does not denote a perfonal union. 

The operation of an attribute by a Perfon, if this be all 
that is meant, 1s nothing new. Ye Word had been often 
made fie/b before. This muft have been the cafe, when the 
prophets were under the direction cf the Spirit, which 5o- 
cinians make to be the power, that is, the Logos of God. 
The Word was made felh, though it may be faid that it did 
not dwell among men, when the Spirit of the Lord, as a 


fpirit of ffrength, came upon Sampfon, If nothing more 
be 
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be meant, there was no occafion for the language of wonder 
in the prediction of this event. Dr P. 1s no friend to the 

doétrine of the miraculous conception. Was it any won- 
| der, then, that a young woman {hould, in the ordinary way, 
conceive and bring forth a fon? The birth of John Baptift 
was more furprifing than that of the Saviour. For he was 
the fon of her who was called barren. ‘The father was old, 


and the mother well /tricken in years, Luke i. 18. John was 
jilled with the Holy Ghoft from bis mother’s womb; whereas 
it is denied that Jefus was fo till he was thirty years of age. 


if there was a difference between Jefus and others who 
were actuated by the Spirit, in degree only; fuch a diffe- 
rence might make the effects more wonderful, but not the 
thing itfelf. For the wonder does not confift in the degree, 
but in the nature of the operation. 

Now, Socinians.aflert that the Logos {poke and acted by 
the man Jefus, in the fame manner as the Spirit operated 
on the prophets. But when they inform us that he dwelt 
in Jefus, was w#ited to him and conftantly aéted by him; 
their language neceffarily implies that the difference be- 
tween -what was enjoyed by Chrift, and by the prophets, 
was not merely gradual, but effential. For they were un- 
der his zafluence only ; and this influence was merely occa- 
fional. But as the Spirit reffed on Jefus, the Logos, which 
according to Socinians, was this {pirit, really dwelt ın him. 
Now, what was this {pirit, power or wifdom, which was 
united to, and dwelt in Jefus? Our author tells us that 
it was “ God himfelf*.” He alfo fays, that “ every Soci- ` 
“ nian acknowledges, that the Deity of the Father re/ded 
‘in the man Chrift +° Thus, they grant a real union of 
the whole Deity toa human perfon, while they refufe a 


perfonal union or real incarnation. Butif the whole Deity 
Vor. I. K was 
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was fo made flejb, as conftantly to dwell in the man Jefus, 
it has much the appearance of real incarnation, though of 
a very {trange kind, that of one per{vn in another. 

The word ecxunvace, dwelt, contains an evident allufion to 
the Shechinah, or cloud of glory, which was in the earthly 
tabernacle. Now, according to the Socinian view of the 
preceding claufe as fignifying a mere inhabitation, the fe- 
cond is tautological. If it was already faid that the word 
dwelt in fle/o, there was no occafion for adding that he dwelt 
as in a tent, or tabernacle. ‘This being the proper meaning 
of ecxnvwce, the idea was anticipated. For this term is not 
merely connected with the following words, among us; but 
particularly refers to the manner in which he dwelt. The 
force of the Evangelift’s language, according to the Socinian 
interpretation, 1s, “ The word dwelt in the man Jefus, and 
“ dwelt as in a tabernacle.” Perhaps, it is to evade this 
objection, that they explain the term ecxnvace as denoting a 
conftant refidence, or abiding fome contiderable time *. 
But on the contrary, it denotes only a temporary refidence ; 
for a tent is oppofed to a permanent habitation. The in- 
{pired writer feems to allude to the temporary refidence of 
the Shechinah in the tabernacle, as onpofed to its fixed refi- 
dence in the temple; or to the frequent removals of the 
tabernacle. from one place to another, when it was always 
taken down, whereas God afterwards chofe a place to put his 
Name there, Deut. xu. 5. 

And we beheld his glory, the glory as of the o NETE TAI 
of the Father. The particle as can only be underftood, as. 
denoting either propriety, or famenefs: for none, ın our 
time, will underftand it as expreflive of comparifon. 

If viewed as denoting propriety, it fignifies that all the 
glory, which 1s the prerogative of the only-begotten, ap- 
peared in the’ Word made flefh. But if the glory beheld 

| 1a 
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in the Word was that which became the only-begotten, does 
not the whole glory of the divine nature eflentially be:ouy 
to him; is not the on/y-begotten perfonally the fame as tHe 
Word? Socinians indeed, are divided as to the fenfe of the 
term only-begotten. Some underftand it of the miraculotis 
conception. Others, who deny this, affert that it merely 
fignifies that he was the peculiar object of the Father’s love, 
and fo denominated in the fame fenfe as Ifaac, who was not 


the only child of Abraham, but the {pecial object of his 


+ 


love. 
As to the firt; could the whole glory of the divine na- 
ture become one who was at beft a mere man? With refpect 


to the other; the reafon given by Socinians for that pecu- 
har love, which, according to them, procured to Jefus the 
appellation of on/y-begotten, 1s his unequalled holineis. Now, 
how did this appear? Was it not in his being full of grace 
and truth ? Nay, did ıt not eminently confift in thefe ? Did 
not his glory alfo as really lie inthe difplay of thefe per- 
fections, as in the manifeftation of wifdom or power, though 
it might not ftrike the carnal eye fo much ? If then, the glory 
of .he word became Jefus, becaufe he was the object of the 
Father’s peculiar love ; 1f he was fo, becaufe of his holinefs, 
or grace and truth ; if, at the fame time, the glory {poken 
of eminently confifted in thefe; did not this glory become 
him, becaufe he eminently poflefled it already ? Thus, Soci- 
nians, by rejecting the true reafon of Chrift being called te 
only-begotten, are reduced to the necellity of giving a thing 
as the reafon of itfelf. Is not this as abfurd as to fay, that 
a man, becaufe he is in the ftate of a king is entitled to 
royalty ; while it is at the fame time acknowledged, that 
this'1is the very thing which conftitutes the regal fta.e ? 

But it is denied that this glory became him, merely becaufe 
he was the object df the Father’s love, if he was a mere 
man. For it is adivine glory, a real poileffion of the attri- 
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butes of Deity. Chrift himfelf claims it as fuch: 4/7 that 
the Father hath is mine. Every believer in Jefus might, 


on the fame ground, claim a real communication of divine 
perfections. For thu: our Lord {peaks of the Father’s love 
to all his people ; That the world may know that thou bafi 
loved them, as thou haft loved me, John xvii. 23. Therefore, 
to return to Socinians the objection which we owe them on 
this head, Chrift could as little be called the only-begotten of 
the Father, becaufe of his love, as Ifaac could, according to 
them, be called the only fon of Abraham, on another account. 


For the Father, in this ref{pect, has many other fons. The 
moft that could be faid of Jefus, in regard to this, 1s that he 1s 


the firft born among many brethren. Indeed, tbe objection, 
founded on the circumitance of Abraham having many 
other childfen, of itfelf falls tothe ground. For Ifaac is not- 
withitanding called his only Jon, in a peculiar fenfe. For 
when this language was ufed, Ifaac was his only fon by law- 
ful marriage, as well as his only child of promife. 

As may denote famenefs. In this cafe, the meaning is, that 
the glory of the Word made flefh,1s eflentially the fame as that 
of the only-begotten. Of confequence, the Word is not an 
attribute united to a perfon, but eflentially the fame perfon 
as the ozly-begotten. Can the Word be effentially different 
from him, and the glory eflentially the fame, as the proper 
glory of a perfon? It is evidently the meaning of the in- 
ipired writer, that the glory difplayed by the Word, in hu- 
man nature, was that very glory which belongs to the eter- 
nal Son of God. Thus, he expreffes the identity of the 
perfon, notwithftanding the change of manifeftation. 


Here, ıt would be vain to recur to the pretended fenfe of 
only-begotten, as denoting the objećt of peculiar love. Sup- 
poling this to be the meaning, there 1s a plain, though. £ {t ange, 
inverfion of the words. For they ought to ka „been ; 


“ We beheld the glory of the only-begotten as the glory 
3 66 of 


Chap. I. the Gofpel of Fobn. 149 


“of the Word.” According to the Socinian hypothelis, 
as they now ftand, what has been all along the fubject be- 
comes at once the predicate. | 

Full of grace aud truth. Thefe words fuggeft feveral 
other objections to the Socinian view of this paflage. 
Though it were granted that by the Word we were merely 
to underftand an attribute -of deity, or more than one; it 
could not be proved that wz/dom or power is exclufively, or 
even efpecially meant. 

For we have no authority for this interpretation, but the 
affertion of Socinians. And it would be inconfiftent with 
reafon to aflume any thing of this kind as truth, on fo flender 
a foundation. They cannot produce one indifputed proof 
from the New Teftament, of the term- Logos being uled, 
as denoting either wz/dor or power. 

If we are to diftinguifh between the divine perfections, 
with reipect to their difplay in the Mediator and his work, 
there are others that feem to have a prior claim to either of 
thefe. Love or grace would more naturally occur. For 
great as was the difplay of wifdom and power in the me- 
diatery character and work, it was inferior to that of Zove. 
As it is diftinftively declared, that the Lord delighteth in 
mercy, it 1s natural to imagine that his delight in this attri- 
bute would be peculiarly manifefted in the work of our 
falvation. Therefore, efpecially in reference to the Gofpel, 
itis faid that God zs love, 1 John iv. 8. And this 1s the only 
perfection that is fpoken of in fuch peculiar language, as if 
the very eflence of God were refolved into it. 

All the manifeftations of the wifdom and power of God, 
by Jefus Chrift, muft be aicribed to his grace as the {pring 
or principle. For goodnefs is properly the communicate 
perfection of deity, to the operation of which we owe all 
that difplay of cthers which brings íolace to finful men. 

The attributes of grace and truth are exprefsly men- 
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tioned by the Spirit of God, in the paflage. They are even 
repeatedly mentioned; and grace, no lefs than four times 
within the compafs of four verfes. Therefore, it would 
have been fully as natural to have fixed on one or both of 
thefe attributes, as fignified by the Word; efpecially as we 
fometimes find the term àoyoç conftructed with grace, oyw 
Th; xaeitos, the word of grace, AGs xiv. 3. and fometimes 
with truth, aoyo tus arnbeias, Eph. 1. 13. as well as with wz/- 
dom, 1 Cor. xii. 8. The Gofpel is called the word of grace, 
and the word of truth, becaufe the difplay of thefe perfec- 


tions 1s Its great fubject. It may be afterwards proved, that 
Chrift himfelf is called the Word of the grace of God. 


Thefe attributes are exprefsly mentioned as manıfefted in 
Jefus Chrift, during his refidence among men. For whether 
we connect the expreflion, full of grace and truth, with thefe 
words, dwelt among us, or with thofe immediately prece- 
ding it, the only-begotten of the Father, the fenfe 1s materially 
the fame. According to the former, he is faid to have ap- 
peared to men full of grace and truth. According to the 
latter, thefe are attributed to the only-begotten, as what pro- 
perly became | him. Which foever of thele views be preferred, 
his glory i is defcribed as efpecially contfifting in the difplay 
of thefe perfections. To the fame purpofe the apoftle Peter, 


when he has defcribed Jefus as anoznted with the Holy Ghafe, 


and with power, fums up his charatter in thele words, wo 
went about dong good, Atts x. 38. as implying that all the 
difplay of power made by him, immediatel y proceeded from 
the divine grace or goodue/s, manitelting itfelf in the whole 
of his conduct. 

Perhaps, it may be faid, that grace and truth are not men- 
tioned as divine perfecthions; but the one as exprellive of the 
beneficence of the human heart of Jefus, and the other of 
his con{tant integrity. But in what way foever the Word 


dwelt in Jefus, in thefe perfections confiited the glory fpoken 
: oof 
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of. The manifeftation of thefe was the evidence of his 
poffefling them. Befides, there is an evident allufion to the 
common language of the Old Teftament, with refpect to the 


difplays of divine glory. There mercy and truth are faid to 
meet together, Pfal. lxxxv. r0. and this clearly refers to the 


difplay of thefe attributes in our falvation The Evangelift 
feems to carry on the allufion to the pillar of cloud and fire, 
which is called the glory of the Lord. It has been thought 
that this e{pecially reprefented thefe two perfections; the fire, 
the divine trutd, which 1s the {plendor of his holinefs; and 
the cloud, furroundzng the fire, that grace which tempers the 
other, without which it would be'to inners a confuming frre. 
The'very word, ful, fhews the continuance of the allu::on 
to this fymbolical pillar. We have feen, that the expreffion . 
egunvwoce refers to the literal tabernacle. Now, as this, when 
the cloud covered it, 1s faid to have been ji7/ed with the 
glory of the Lord, Ex. xl. 34, 35. when the Word dwelt 
in tke tabernacle of the human nature, the iluftrious Perfon 
was full of orace and truth. In this conffted his glory: 
and this glory was eed by his dilciples, as the typical 
glory had formerly been, by the people of Ifrael >. 

This grace was alfo, in its influence, communicated to 
men: Of bis fullne/s have all we received, and grace for 
grace, ver. 16. But none can plead for the communication 
of the grace of a mere man, who do not hold the dottrine 
of fupererogation. , 

It may be further obferved that when God efpecially de- 
clares or difplays his: glory, he does not particularly men- 
tion his wz/dom or power, but his grace and truth. Thus, 
in the remarkable manifeftation made to Mofes, JEHOVAH 
proclaimed the Name of JEHovau,—The Lord, the Lord 
God merciful and gracious, long fuffering, and abundant in 
foodne/s and truth, keeping mercy for thousands, forgiving 
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iniquity, and tranfgreffion, and fin, and that will by no means 
clear the guilty, or hold it, that 1s, fin, znzocent, Ex. XXXIV. 

5-—7. That expreflion, abundant in goodnefs and truth, is 
ftrictly analogous to this, full of grace and truth. Every 
thing contained in this proclamation is included in thefe 
two. He keeps mercy, and forgives iniquity, becaufe abun- 
dant in goodnefs; and alfo, becaule abundant in truth, 2s 
being faithful to his promie.. He w// not hold fin innocent, 
becaule abundant in truth, even as to his threatening, in 
which his effential honour 1s as much concerned as in his 
promufe. It deferves to be noticed, that JEHovaAH made 
this declaration, exprefsly in anfwer to the earneft prayer of 
Mofes, I befeech thee, /bew me thy GLORY, chap. xxxiii. 18. 

According to the Socinian interpretation, the attributes 
of grace and truth mutt be fuppofed to be included in w2/- 
dom or power. The abiurdity of this is evident. For 
though all the divine attributes, ftriftly fpeaking, are God 
himfelf; yet, when we come to diftinguifh them according 
to our manner of apprehenfion, we cannot fay that one at- 
tribute is another, or includes anothcr. Can we fuppofe an 
infpired apoftle to fay that the attribute, either of w2/dom, 
or of power, was full of the attributes of grace and truth è 
And it has been feen, that 1f an attribute be meant in the 
firft verfe, the fame muĝ be meant here; becaufe there has 
been no change of the fubject. 

But as Socinians are determined to explain the term Logos 
of one or more attributes of God, we may eafily difcern 
their reafon for overlooking thefe which prefent themfelves 
in the very paffage. They could not make them apply fa 
well to the work of creation, afcribed to the Word, in the 
beginning of the chapter. And little as they grant to wz/- 
dom and power in the work of redemption, for accomplifh- 
ing which the Word was made flefh, they are refolved to 


yield ftill lefs to 'orace and truth, For they reduce the gift 
: of 
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of grace, in. Chrift himfelf, to mere precept ‘and example; 
and in his work, they deftroy its very name, and change ıt 
into debt. They alfo make’a facrifice of truth, by denying 
the immutability of the moral law, the truth of the threa- 
tening, the eternity of punifhment, the neceflity of a real 
atonement; and by refufing that the prophecies and pre- 
mifes were really fulfilled in Chrift, and that the types had 
any proper relation to him. 

Ver. 15. Jobn bare witnefs of him, faying, This was he 
| of whom I fpake, He that cometh after me ts preferred before 
me, for he was before me. Socinians reject the teftimon y of 
John with refpect to the dignity of Jefus; pretending that 
John faid that Jefus was preferred before him, or admitted 
to sreater honour, becaufe he was more worthy of it. But 
thefe words, ott wewros us nv, will not admit of this fenfe. 
For had this been meant, inftead of nv was, est 25, ought to 
have been uled, to agree with eexouevos and yeyovev, which 
are both expreflive of the prefent. Nor is this change ac- 
cidental. For w occurs again in ver. 30. though the other 
expreflion is a little varied. It muft therefore fignify a 
priority of exiftence. That this is the true meaning, unde- 
niably appears from the frequent ufe of the other term, 
mpwtos, in the language of the fame infpired writer, as deno- 
ting the eternal exiftence of the Son of God. Our Lord em- 
ploys it, when {peaking of himfelf; L am ô mputos, the fierft, 
and the lafl, Rev.i.11*. If he did not exift before John, 
the very ufe of fuch language with refpect to himfelf would 
be a certain indication of his being much inferior to the 
Baptift. For according to the fcheme of Socinians, the lat- 
ter debafes himfelf, even in comparifon with a fellow- 
worm ; but Jefus exalts himfelf, at the unfpeakable expence 
of arrogating the diftinctive titles of the Supreme God. 
Therefore, alfo, even according to their interpretation, 1t 1s 

not 


¥ See alfo ver. 17. chap. ii. $. xxii. 13, 


254 Of the Introduction to Book II. 


not true, that he “ did not hold it for a prey to be as 


“ God.” 
When John elfewhere defcribes the decline of his own 


honour, and the increafe of his Lord’s, he adds, as a fuffici- 
ent reafon for this; He that cometh from above, 2s above all, 
chap. 11. 31. He does not fay, 1n the future, /bal/ be, as re- 
ferring to his exaltation, but in the prefent, zs, as fignifying 
that notwithftanding the depth of his humiliation, fo that 
no man received his teftimony, ver. 32. he was fuperior to 
every creature. The reafonis evident. His fuperiority 1s 
founded on his effential dignity. For John affigns the di- 


vine origin of Jefus as the reafon of his being preferred, 


not to himfelf only, but to all minifters, to all creatures with- 
out exception. To 1mprefs his hearers the more, he repeats 


this declaration in the fame verfe; only fubftituting from 
heaven, in{tead of from above. 


Ver. 17. The law was given by Mofes, but grace and truth 
eame by Jefus Chrift. Grace and truth were formerly men- 


tioned as divine perfections, difplayed in him. They are 
now confidered as to their effects. The Hebrew believers 
were {till greatly attached to Mofes. Therefore, the Evan- 
gelift, having fhewn the fuperiority of Jefus to John the 
Baptilt, proceeds to 1lluftrate his fuperiority to the man of 
God. H: does fo nearly in the fame manner as the mfpired 
writer to the Hebrews, cha». 111. 5, 6. where he fhews that 
Mofes was faithful as a fervant only, but Chrift as a Soz 
over his own houfe. When the Evangelift fays, The law 
cdoon, was given by Mofes, he reprefents him merely as the 


infirument employed by the fupreme Law-giver. When he 
adds, But grace and truth eyeveto, were made by Fefus Chrift, 
he clearly exhibits him as the author of all the grace com- 
municated to others, this being the grace of our Lord ‘fefus 


Chrifi, both rurchafed and conferred by him; and as the 
author of all the truth of the New Teltament, in contra- 


I diftinction 
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diftinction to the fhadows of the Old. As the Evangelift 


ufes the fame word (eyevero) which, in ver. 3. exprefles the 
work of the old creation, afcribed to the Word; it is evi- 
dent that he as really afcribes that of the zew to Jefus 
Chrift, and thus points him out as that very Word by whom 
all things were made. 

Ver. 18. No man hath feen God at any time; the only-be- 


gotten, who 1s in the bofom of the Father, he hath declared 
him. The Evangelift, having preferred Chrift to Mofes, 


evidently anticipates an objection from the unbelieving Jews. 


He knew they would reply, that God Jpake unto Mofes face 
to face, Ex. xxxiii. 11. But he afferts that it had never been 
the privilege of any man to fee God with the fentfible eye, 
or fully to comprehend his effence with the intellectual. He 
feems to allude to what God had faid to Mofes, when he fo 
earneftly defired to fee his glory: Thou canft not fee my 


face; for no man can fee me and live, ver. 20. 

But what the Evangelift denies with refpect to every 
man, with refpect to every creature (sde5) without exception; 
he afcribes to the only-bego‘ten. He does not indeed exprefsly 
fay, that he had feen God. But he declares this truth no 
lefs effectually, by aflerting that he zs zn the bofom of the 
Father. As this phrafeology unplies the incomprehenhible 
filiation of the Son, it denctes a ftate of the m ft intimate 
union and communion with the Father, as neceflarily flow- 
ing from this filiation. Human language cannot afford an 
expreffion that could more emphatically defignate the moft 
pertect ground of knowledge, whether reipecting the na- 
ture, or the purpofes of the Father. ; It would almoit feem 


to be contrafted with what God faid to Mofes; Thou /halt 
fee my back-parts, but my face foall not be Jeen, Ex. xxxin. 
23. The only-begotten, being 77 his bofom, always fees his 
face. 


When 
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When this language is viewed in connexion with what 
follows, He hath declared, or alted the part of an interpreter, 
rt is perfectly evident that John means to afcribe to the 
only-begotten that vifion of the Father, which he hath de. 
nied of every creature; and to infinuate that all the revela- 
tion, which he made to the Church, was the ccnfequence of 
this. He gives the fame teflimony as the Baptift; What he 
hath feen,~he teftrfeth, chap. iil. 32. nay, the fame as Jefus 
himfelf; I fpeak that which I bave feen with my Father, 
chap. vin. 38. He introduces a term commonly uled among 
the Greeks, to denote the Perfon who interpreted the facred 
myíteries * A fimilar character is given by Elihu to the 
Angel of the covenant, Job xxxin. 23.—4” angel with 
him, an interprèter, one among athoufand. itis emphati- 
cally faid, éxsivos, HE bath declared; as pointing out the great 
inferiority of Mofes, ccnfidered as a meflenger between 


God and the people of Ifrael. 

Indeed, it would feem that, in this verfe, the Evangelift 
reduplicates upon what he kas previoufly declared, as fhew- 
ing that he has all along had the ‘fame fubject in his eye. 


When he fays, that the only-begotten is 27 the bofom of the 
Father, it is equivalent to what he has already faid of him 


as the Word, that he was with God. He proclaims his un- 
changeable exiftence, by afferting that he zs, or exz/ls in the 
bofom, &c. For this was literally true of him, even while 


he was on earth, as to the human nature; according to his 
language to Nicodemus, chap. 11. 13.—The Son of Maz, 
who IS in heaven. What he denies of any creature at any 
time, he attributes to the only-begotten at all times. He 


ever exz/is in the bofom of the Father, and therefore he 


cver fees him. When it is added, be hath declared, 1t fhews 
in what fenfe the Son hath been called the Word, and the 


light: as he hath not only communicated all that exter- 
nal 
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nal revelation which the Chrch enjoys, but effectually re- 
veals the Father, fo as to illuminate the benighted under- 
Handing. In fine, although the Word was made fle/b, and 


the glory of the only-begotten Jede/d in human nature, it Is 
evidently refufed that he was mere man, or a mere creature. 


Yor he is contraduftinguifhed from every man, from every 
creature, however highly favoured. 


If. The Doétor alfo fays that John’s defign, in writing his 
Gofpel, was to correct thole who gavea perfonal fubfiftence 
to the Logos. “ It is almoft certain.’ he obferves, “ that 
“ the apoftle John had frequently heard this term made ufe 
* of in fome erroneous reprefentations of the fyftem of 
« Chriftianity that were current in his time, and therefore he 
« might chufe to introduce the fame term in its proper fenfe, 
“as an attribute of the Deity, or God himfelf, and nota 
‘* diftinct beine that fprung from him * ” What thefe errone- 
ous reprefentations were, we learn from a preceding paflage: 
« It feems very evident that, in that introduction, the Apo- 
« {tle alludes to the very fame fyftem of opinions which he 
“had cenfured in his Epiftle, the fundamental principle of 
“« which was that, not the Supreme Being himfelf, but an 
“ emanation from him, to which they gave the name of 
‘¢ Logos, and which they fuppofed to be the Chri, and in 
| “& habited the body of Jefus, was the maker of all things, 
“eet 

He elfewhere fays; “ It appears to me highly proba- 
‘ble, that it was in oppofition of this doétrine of eons, 
‘‘ that John wrote the Introduction to his Gofpel, in which 
he explains the only proper fenfe in which the terms 
“ Logos, only-begotten, life, &c. of which the Gnoftics made 
‘e fuch myfteries, ought to be taken; afferting, more efpe- 
“ cially, that the Logos, which is fpoken of in the fcriptures, 

and 
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“and the only Logos that he acknowledged, was the power 


“ of God, an attribute of the Father, and therefore not to 
“ be diftinguifhed from God himfelf *.” 


It has been feen that, if John, merely in his own idea, 
viewed the Word as an attribute, he was chargeable with 
great impropriety ın his manner of writing. But if he 
meant directly to refute thofe who maintained that the 
Word was a Perfon, and to prove that this was no other 
than an attribute; every argument, already urged, applies 
with redoubled force. Jf the reafon for “ introducing this 
“ term,” was to fhew its proper fenfe, in oppofition to the 
Gnoftics, who gave a perfonal fubfiftence to the Logos ; cer- 
tainly, there never was a writer who did lefs to accomplifh 


5 


his purpofe, nay, more to defeat it. 

if John meant to refute thofe who afcribed perfonality 
to the Word, was not the perfonification of his fubyect, 
even fuppofing that ıt was meant figuratively, the moft 
unfeafonable figure ever ufed, and the moft improper plan 
he could have devifed? Was not this the moft likely me- 
thod, I do not fay, for leaving the fubject {till in darknefs, 
but for encouraging the error? Ifa writer of ordinary dif- 
cretion found that a mere attribute, in confequence of be- 
ing perfonified by former writers, came at length to be 
viewed as a real perfon, and earneftly wilhed to correct a 
'miftake fo fatal, as to affect the very object and truth of 


all divine worfhip, nay, wrote exprefsly for this end; 
might it not reafonably be expected, that, when he enter- 


ed on his fubject, he would, firft of all, entirely lay afide 
the figurative ftyle, and fpeak in the fimpleft language 
poflible ? Is ıt not granted that, on the contrary, the Evan- 
gelift adopts and continues the language of perfonification ? 
Might not one as reafonably hope to extinguulh fire by 
pouring oil upon it? 

Though 

* Ear. Op. Vol. i. p. 18% 
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Though it were granted, that John alluded to the falfe 
doctrines of the Gnoftics concerning their eons, and defign- 
ed to correct them, it would not follow that he meant to 
fhew that the Logos, whom they reckoned among their 
ons, was an attribute. The vanity of this pretence ap- 
pears from what has been formerly obferved. For the a- 
poftle would never have faid that the Logos was God, and 
then that he was with God. He muft have known that 
the Gnoftics could not have wifhed a better prop for their 
fabric. For as they aflerted that thefe eons were original- 
ly emanations from God, in this fenfe would they moft 
probably explain his language, when he declares that the 
Logos was God. “ But then,” would they fay, “ the E- 
“ vangelift ftill acknowledges the truth of our dottrine. 
“* For he alfo fhews that the Logos exifted diftinétly, by 
“adding, The fame was in the beginning with God. And 
s he leaves his fyftem in this ftate; which he would not’ 
“ have done, had he meant to oppofe ours, as far as it re- 
“lates to the diftinct exiftence of the Logos.” Indeed, 
thefe famous Gnoftics, the Valentinians, made the greateft 


ufe of this Gofpel, in proof of their doctrine *. Accord- 
ing to our author’s hypothefis with refpect to the defign 
of the Evangelift, 1t will alfo be fomewhat difficult for him 
to fhew, how “ an attribute of the Father,” in other words, 
the Father 4zm/felf, could be faid to be only-begotien, or to 
be begotten in any fenfe? 

If John wifhed to fhew that the Word was merely an 
attribute, he muft have meant that it was zz God; and 
he muft alfo have ‘ufed a term that would clearly exprefs 
his idea. If he meant to fignify that there was no diftinc- 

tion 


* Hi autem qui a Valentino funt, eo, quod eft fecundum Johannem 


[Evangelio] pleniflime utentes, ad oftenfionem conjuzationum fuarum, 
Ve. Tren, lib, un. c. TI, C 7. 
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tion of perfons in the divine eflence, would not as, zz, 
have been far more proper than meos, with 2 

Does not that repetition, The fame was in the beginning 
with God, take away all the fuppofed force of the prece- 


ding affertion, The Word was God ? 

If John meant to fhew that the Logos was not a perfon, 
was not his conduct very unaccountable, in retaining the 
perfonification, after changing the defignation of his fub- 
ject ? 

Did he not give the greateft countenance to the very 
error which, it is faid, he meant to oppofe, by not only 
perfonifying the Light, but by doing fo, after he had fpo- 
ken of it without any figure, in thefe words, Zhe life was 


the light of men è 
As it is granted that many, in that age, believed that 


- Chrift was the Word; as the terms Word and Light de- 
note the fame fubject ; as it cannot be fuppofed that, when 
this Gofpel was written, any continued to reckon John 
the Light; 1f the Evangelift meant to {hew that Jefus was 
not the Word, but that this was fimply an attribute, would 
it not have been far more natural and proper, to have faid 
that Fe/us Chrift was not that Light, than to fay that this 
character did not belong to Fobn ? 


Had the Evangelift meant to fhew that the Word was 
merely an attribute, is it not natural to fuppofe that he 
-would have told what particular attribute was intended by 
this metaphorical term ? 

Did he mean to fhew that this was power ? How, then, 
inftead of taking the leaft notice of this, does he particu- 
larly mention two other attributes ? 

According to the defign afcribed to the Evangelift, was it 
not extremely odd, that he fhould retain the metaphorical 
name, and the figure of perfonification, in the moft critical 


part of his narrative, faying; The Word was made fle/b è 
Would 
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Would it not have anfwered the pretended purpofe far bet- 


ter to have faid, “ The power of God refided in Jefus 
“ Chrift?” 


If it was the apoftle’s defign to put thofe right who had 
fatally erred from mifunderítanding the language of allegory, 


would not fuch a fimple declaration as the following have 
been more proper than all that he fays ? “ Jefus Ghrıft 1s not 
“ that Word of God, by which all things were made. For 
“ the Word is a divine perfeChon. But Jefus ıs a mere man, 
“ who owes his being to this Word.” Could the Evangelitt be 
excufable, confidering the fuppofed cırcumftances, in facri- 
ficing perf{picuity to figure, or truth to elegance of dition ? 

If there be any fuch thing as infpiration, can 1t be fup- 


pofed that the Holy Spırıt would have futlered the Evan- 
gelift to have erred fo far from his fcope, or to have left 


men ftill in the dark about the very fubject of his difcourfe ; 
nay, even while it was his defign to reclaim them from the 
fuppofed error, would have allowed him to go fuch lengths 
for confirming them in it? 

But as the Evangelift all along {peaks of the Word in 
language proper to a perfon, afcribes exiftence to it, pre- 
fence with another, creation, the refidence of life, commu- 
nication of light; diftinguifhes it from a human perfon 
mentioned ; afcribes to 1t coming, property, rejection, re- 
ception, the grant of power, a name, incarnation, habita- 
tion among others, the glory of a perfon, and fullnefs of per- 
fections ; though there were no other teft by which we could 
judge of the writer’s defign, than this very introdudtion, 
would it not appear to ordinary reafon, moft natural to con- 
clude, that, inftead of writing to contradict and convince 
thofe who believed that the Word was a Perfon, he had 
written exprefsly to-confirm their doctrine ? 

I fhall oniy add, that the teftimony of the ancients with 
refpet to the defign of John, in writing his Gofpel, is of 

VoL. I. . L no 
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no inconfiderable weight. Irenæus declares, that “ John 
« defizned by his Gofpel to remove that error which was 
“ fown among men by Cerinthus*.” The truth of this 
Dr P. admits +: But it 1s only that he may turn it his own 
way. The apoftle wrote to contradict the Gnoftic idea of 
the perfonality and pre-exiftence of the Logos. He wrote 
in fupport of the Unitarian doctrine. But Jerom declares 
that iohn had the Ebionites efpecially in his eye. “ Laft 
“of all,” he fays, ‘ at the requeft of the bifhops of Afia, 
“ he wrote his Gofpel againft Cerinthus and other heretics, 
“ and efpecially again{t the dottrine of the Ebionites, then 
“ beginning to appear, who fay that Chrift did not exit be- 
“fore Mary tł.” Is it objected that Jerom was too late? 
But the teftimony of Irenæus muft be underftood with the 
fame latitude. For, as he fays that John wrote his Gofpel, 
that he might “ confound and perfuade them (the heretics) 
“ that one God made all things by his Word,” if we re- 
ceive his teftimony, it muft be underftood according to his 
own ideas of the Word. Now, it cannot be refufed that 
he ufes this term as denoting a Perfon ||. If any doubt of 
this remain, let his own words be confulted, which at the 
fame time exprefs his conviction as to the apoltle’s defign 
in writing: “ John declaring the one God Almighty, and 
“the one only-begotten Chrift Jefus, by whom all things 
“« were made, afferts that this Perfon is the Son of God, 
“that this Perfon 1s the only-begotten, that this is the 

s Maker 


* Lib. unc. rt. + Hilt. of Cor, vol. i. p. 12. 


t Novifimus omnium fcripfit Evangelium, rogatus ab Afiz epifcopis 
adverfus Cerimthum, aliofque hereticos, et maxime tunc Ebionitarum 
dogma confurgens, qui aflerunt Chriftum ante Mariam non fuiffe. Unde. 
et compuifus eft divinam ejus nativitatem edicere. Catalog. Script. Ec-, 
clef. in Joan. 
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« Maker of all things, that this is the true Light who lighteth 
‘ every man, that this 1s the Maker of the world, that this 
“is he who’ came to his own, that this very Perfon was 
‘© made flefh, and dwelt among us *. 

‘Now, though we were at a lofs as to John’s defign, which 
is abundantly evident from his own language, it is hardly 
conceivable that Irenzeus, the difciple of Polycarp, the dif- 
ciple of John, could be fo far a ftranger to it, as to fuppofe 
it. to be che very reverfe of what ıt really was. And this 


muft have been the cafe, if John wrote to fhéew that the 
Word is merely an attribute. 


C H A Ps II. 


Of the Defign of the Firft Epifile of Fohn. — - 
‘R Priest ey afferts that John, in his frt Epiftle, cen- 
fures thofe “ who believed Chrift to’ be man on! y in ap- 

* pearance ; arid that this was th: om/y herefy that gave 

‘him any alarm +.” Our author elfewhere enters into a 

particular proof of this. ‘ The doétrine of the Gnollics,” 

he fays, “ concerning the Perfon of Chrift, was fo offenfive 

“to him, and it was fo much upon his mind, that he begins 

“ his firt Epiftle feemingly in a very abrupt manner, with 

“the ftrongeft allufions to it. That which was from the 

‘* beginning f$; &c. Thus he tries to wreft one of the 


L 2 weapons 
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weapons of his adverfaries out of their hands, and to turn 
it againft the Gnoftics, that he may himfelf evade its ftrokeé. 
Whatever may be thought of his dexterity in handling it, 
every one muft admire his boldnefs. 

He fays of John; ‘ What could he mean by fpeaking of 
“« Jefus under the figure of /zfe, as a perfon who had been 
“ heard, feen, and even handled, fo that they had the evi- 
« dence of all their fenfes, but that he was really a man, 
‘‘ had a real Suman body, and not merely the appearance of 
“one; which, it is univerfally allowed, was an opinion that 
“s was entertained by many perfons in his time *.” But he 
muft certainly reckon the apoftle a very unfkilful reafoner. 
For, if this was his meaning, while he gave a fatal blow to 
one falfe doctrine, he fupported another. I need not fay, 
that the Gnoftics believed the pre-exiftence of Chrift. The 
Doctor grants that John here “ {peaks of Jefus under the 
“ figure of /zfe.”” He indeed, keeps part of the figure behind 
the curtain. For John {peaks of Jefus as the Word of life: 


That which was from the beginning, which we have heard, 
which we have feen with our eyes, which we have looked 


upon, and our hands have handled of the Word of life, &c. 
But our author elfewhere plainly acknawledges that Chrift 


is “ called the Word of Godt+;” though fuch an acknow- 
ledgment might not have been expedient in this place. 
However, /ife is not, in ver. 1. the name of the perfon 
{poken of, but the epithet affixed to the name; the expref- 
fion being equivalent to the living Word; but with this dif- 
ference, that it is more emphatic, as particularly fignifying 
that he ıs the fountain of life. There can be no doubt that it 
is the fame perfon, who, in this paffage, is called the Lzfe, 


and the Word of life. But if John fpoke of Jefus as lif, 


to fignify “ that he was really a man, what could he mear 
“br 


# Earl. Opin, vol. i. p. 190. + Famil, Illuftr. p. 3E, 
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“ by {peaking of” him as the Word of lifa? Yt will not be 
faid, that the Word itfelf derived its /zfe from the humanity 
of Jefus. Did the Word, that 1s, according to the Socinian 
view, the power of God, give this human /fe to Jefus? Yet 


this could not have entitled him to bear its name. 
l 


The attempt to ımpofe a fenfe on the term, as here ufed, 
different from that in which it occurs 1n the Gofpel, is vain. 
As our opponents cannot deny that the infpired writer ufes 
it in the fame fenfe, both here, and in the Revelation; by 
what arguments can they prove that, in his Gofpel, he de- 
vifes a new one, not only different from the other, but dia- 
metrically oppofite ? 

But it has been already feen, that this expreflion, the 
Word of life, is of the fame import with that ufed in the 
Gofpel, concerning the Word, In him was life. But how 
was this Word from the beginning ? Our author, furely, 
will not underftand the term agyn in one fenfe here, and in 
another when explaining the introduétion to the Gofpel; 
unlefs he mean to avail himfelf of both the contradictory 
expofitions of Socinians; fome of whom have underftood 
it of the beginning of the world, and others of the de- 
ginning of the Gofpel. Indeed, if ayn be not ufed in 
the fame {enfe here, as in the Gofpel, its fenfe 1s loft. 
The beginning of the Gofpel cannot be meant; for Jefus 
_ did not then begin to five, or to be really a man: Nor the 
beginning of his human life; for furely, the infpired writer 
would never think of declaring with fo much folemnity, 
that Jefus had really been a man, from the time of his be- 
coming a man. 

The apoftle, however, in the following verfe, exprefsly 


limits the fenfe of his language. As the expreflion, Was 
from the beginning, 1s equivalent to that, In the beginning 
was the Word; he fhews that he had no other meaning. 
Therefore, he employs this ftriking parenthefis ; For the 
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life was mantfefted, and we have feen, and bear witnefs, and 
Joew unto you that eternal life which was with the Father, 
and was manifefted unto us, ver.2. Dr P. endeavours to 
give a new turn to this verfe, by fubftituting manife eft in 
both places where epavepwtn occurs; as if the apoftle had 
only meant to fay that it was plainly Jeen that Jefus was 
really a living man. But our verfion exprefles the true 
fenfe ; as this term 1s properly ufed to denote the manifef- 
tation of fomething, which, though it formerly exited, was 
hid, or not fo fully known; or of a perfon, making him- 
felf known in anew manner. Not to mention a variety 
of other inftances, ıt is thus ufed, 1 Tim. 111. 16. God was 
mantfefted in the fie/o. Will our author interpret the term 
in the fame fenfe there, as in the beginning of John’s Epif- 
tle? Will he fay, that it fignifies that God was as really 1 in- 
carnate? 

But if John meant nothing more than that Jefus was 
really a man, how does he not merely call him @2fe, in the 
abftract, (a metaphor ufed no where elfe in this fenfe) but 
eternal life? How does he affert that Jefus was. or ext/ted 
with the Father; evidently referring to a {tate previous to 
his being mantfefted unto us? Was it the way to confute the 
Gnoftic dostrine of the pre-exiftence of the Word, to affert 
the eternity of his exiftence? Was it the moft direct method 
to prove that Chrift was a real man, and no more, to de- 


clare that he had no beginning? By the manifeftation of 
the temporal life of Jefus, that 1s, of his being really a man, 
how could he be mazzfefted to the difciples as eternal life ? 
Becauie he had been with them, as having a real human 
body how could they hence learn that he was that Eternal 
Life which was with the Father ? Did this real human body 
eternally exift? Though the learned gentleman feems to 
reckon matter eternal, it cannot be fuppofed that he will 


afcribe to it eternal life. An enemy to revelation could not 
C E have 
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have hit upon a better expedient for expofing the apoftle to 
ridicule. But it muft be evident to every candid reader, 
that ıt is by no means the truth of Chiift’s buman life that 
John is fo anxious to make known, but the real manifefta- 
tion of his divine. 

Our author, indeed, in order to fupport his own dottrine, 
makes an inf{pired writer deny his. In his former work he 


has obferved, that John, in the introduétion to his Gofpel, 
“affirms that the Logos by which all things were made, 


“ was not a being diftinct from God, but God himfelf, that 
“is, an attribute of God *°?’’ Yet, he grants that John, in 
his epiftle, calls Jefus /7/e ; and therefore, cannot refufe that 
he calls him the Logos, or Word of life. Was the Word a 
Perfon, when John wrote his Epiftle, and had it become a 
a mere Attribute, by the time that he wrote his Gofpel ? This 
was pollible, indeed, according to the dottrine of occa/onal 
perfonality, which Dr P. calls phzlofophical Unitariantfm. 
But furely, however narrow his creed as to z#/piration, 
he will not go fo far as to fay, that John retracted, in his 
Gofpel, what he had written in his Epiftle; or that he 
wrote his Gofpel to cenfure the errors which he had him- 
{elf propagated. How, then, did the apoftle call Jefus the 
Mord, in this Epifte, and yet write the introduction to his 
Gofpel, to fhew that he was zot the Word, but that this was 
Ged himelf? 

In another refpećt, the apoftle can be vindicated from 
felf-contradiction, only by fuppoting that Dr P. is charge- 
able with it. For he firit afferts that John, in the introduc- 
tion to his Gofpel, “‘ explains the only proper jenje in which 
“ the term—/:fe—ought to be taken +.” Here our author 
certainly underiftands it as denoting a divine attribute. Yet, 
he informs us, in the courfe of a few pages, that, in the 
Epiftle, it denotes only the truth of our Saviour’s humani- 

L 4 ty. 
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ty *, This is a ftriking tranfition, indeed! from an attri- 
bute to a perfon,—from a divine attribute to a human perfon. 
If the term be ufed in its only proper fenfe, when reftricted 
as in the Gofpel, to the nature of God; how can it, in the 
epiftle, fignify nothing more than the exiftence of a mere 
man Ê : 
Dr P. fays; “ It is univerfally allowed, that Chrift having 
« merely the appearance of a man, was an opinion that 
‘was entertained by many perfons in his (the Apoftle’s) 
“ time +.” This opinion, indeed, has been generally afcribed 
to Simon Magus; becaufe, as he pretended that himfelf 
was known in Judea as the Chrift, he taught that he fuffered 
in appearance only, But as few of thofe called Gnoftics 
acknowledged that he was the Chriit, the opinion as to Chrift 
having only the appearance of human nature was not ge- 
nerally received by Gnoftics till after the death of John. 
Our author informs us that ‘“ the Gnoftic teachers, who op- 
“ pofed the apoftles, were Jews ;’’ and that they “ were zz 
“all refpects the fame that the Cerinthians are defcribed to 
‘ have been {.” He at the fame time informs us, that “ the 
“ Cerinthians and Carpocratians believed that Jefus was not 
“ only a man, born as other men are, but alfo the proper off- 
“ fpring of Jofeph as well as of Mary ||.” If, therefore, John 
meant to write again{ft Gnoftics, ıt was certainly moft na- 
tural for him to level his doctrine againft thofe, of Jewrfh 
origin, who oppofed him and the other apo/tles ; efpecially 
as this epiitle feems to have been wrote before the deftruc- 
tion of Jerufalem, and of confequence, before the Gentile 
Gnoftics made any figure. How, then, can it be believed, 

that his principal defign in writing, was to cenfure a herefy 
not maintained by thofe againft whom he wrote; nay, that 
this was “ the only herefy that gave him any trouble ?” 


* Earl. Op. vol. 1. p. 190. + Ibid, } P. 144. I| P. 177. 
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Dr P. endeavours to confirm his doétrine as to the {cope 
of this eviftle, by quoting chap. iv. ver. 2, 3. Every /pirit 
that confeffeth that Yefus Chrift is come in the flefh, is of God. 
And every [pirit that confeffet not that ‘fefus Chrift is come 
in the fle/b, is not of God: and this is that [pirit of antichrift, 
whereof ye have heard that it fbould come, and even now 
already ts it in the world. “ Coming in the fle/b,” he fays, 


‘can have no other meaning than having real fle/b, which 
“ many of the Gnoftics faid Chrift had not *.” It 1s rea- 
fonable, however, to allow the infpired writer the liberty 
of explaining himfelf. After a digreffion with refpect to 
the worldly fpirit of thefe falfe prophets, he fhews what he 


meant by Chrift’s coming in the fle/b, ver. 9. In this was 
mantfefted the love of God towards us, becaufe that God ‘Jent 


hts only-begotten Son into the world, that we might live 
through him. Coming and fending are undoubtedly relative 
terms. Coming in the fle/h, ver. 2. correfponds with fen- 
ding into the world, ver.g. Suppofing that “ coming in the 
“ flesh, can have no other meaning than 4aving real fle/b,” 
it muft ftill follow that fending into the world means God’s 
giving real fle/o—TLTo whom? To A:s only-begotten Son. 
Dr P. will not pretend that Jefus received this title from his 
miraculous conception, or the manner in which he bad real 
fle/o. I have not obferved that he any where explains this 
term. But as he reckons that expreffion, the Son of God, 
equivalent to the Chrift, it is moft probable that he has the 
fame view of ozly-begotten. But according to him, Jefus was 
not the Chrift till he was anointed at his baptifm. How, 
then, did God fend his only-begotten Son into the world, 
that is, gzve real fle/o to him, before he had fuch a Son? 
But it is denied that Jefus was the on/y-begotten, with refpect 
to his uzon as Mefliah. For the apoftle, m this very 

| chapter, 
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chapter, extends this privilege to all faints. Ye have ax 
unttion from the Holy One, and ye know all things._-The 


anointing, which ye have recetved of him abideth in you, 
Sc. ver. 20.27. In this fenfe, Jefus could only be called 
the firft-begotten. Nay, if the term only-begotten refer 
merely to the charatter of the Chriff, believers are more 
properly and ftrittly the fons of God, than their Saviour 1s. 
For, although it is in a fpiritual fenfe, they are really be- 
gotten of God. But whatever the term only-begotten in- 
cludes, muft have been true of Jefus, at leaft at the very 
time of his miflion into the world; elfe God did not fend 
his only-begotten Son, but only one who was to be fo in 
confequence of his miffion. 

We are certainly to underftand the dottrine of this ep1- 
{tle according to the introduction, which, our author him- 
felf being judge, is a key tothe whole. If fo, Chrift was 
the only-begotten in a fenfe truly peculiar, as being the Word 


of life, that eternal Life which was with the Father, and was 


snanifefied unto men, when he was fent into the world. 
Whatever love God might difplay in afterwards making this 


perfon his Son, in the Socinian fenfe, the love of God could 
not be mantfefied in fending him if this charatter did not be- 
long to him before his miflion. If this /exding refer to tem- 
poral life only, how can we dive through him? lf nothing 
more be meant than his having real fle/b, Jefus was like 
the firt man made a living foul, but he cannot be a quicken- 
ang fperet. 

The Doctor adds ; “ Come here cannot imply any pre- 
« exiftent ftate; for then the flefh in which he came mutt 
“ have pre-exifted *.” But this is a mere quibble. For by 
a parity of reafon, when God fays, Lo, I come to thee ina 


thick cloud, Ex. xix. g. we cannot believe the pre-ex- 
uftence of the glorious Perfon who came in this manner, 


without 
* Earl. Op. vol, 1. p. ror. 
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without believing that of the cloud alfo. Some think that 
ev capx: 18 here ufed for es cagua into the fle/b, the one being 
often put for the other *. But though the ordinary fenfe 
of the prepofition be retained, the moft that the expreflion 
in the fle/b can fignify, is the manner in which Chrift came. 
And undoubtedly, a perfon, who has previoufly exifted, 
may be faid to come in a particular manner, without its 
being neceflarily fuppofed that the manner pre-exifted, as 
well as the perfon. 

The learned gentleman is not quite pleafed with the 


tranflation of this paflage. He fays; “ It might be ren- 
“ dered, that Yefus is Chrift come in the flefh.” But there ıs 


{till another verfion fully as natural, Wéhofoever shall confe/s 
Fefus Chrift who hath come in the fleso+. Thus, the prin- 
cipal fubject of confeffion is not his coming in the fle/b, but 
Jefus Chrift himfelf in the whole extent of his character. 
This agrees better with the apoftle’s iluftration of this 
confeffion in ver. 9, 10. where Jefus is defcribed as the pro- 
pitiation, and the Saviour of the world; and in ver. 15. 
where it is peculiarly pointed to the effential dignity of his 
Perfon; Whofoever foall confefs that “fefus is the Son of God, 
God dwelleth in bim. Had John meant directly to oppofe 
the doctrine of an apparent humanity, every one muft fee 
that his language would have been far more proper, had he 
faid, that ‘fe/us is the Son of man; elpecially as this is the 
expreffion ordinarily ufed in {cripture, to denote his media- 
tory character. Inftead of faying, come in the fle/b, it 
would have conveyed the apoftle’s idea far more clearly, 
had he fpoken of Chrift’s coming of the fle/b ; as his lan- 
guage is accidentally expreffed by our author, jn his Hiftory 
of Corruptions f. | 

In 

* Vid. Glafli Rhet. p. 527. Wolñi Cur. Phil. in loc. vol. v. 


t This ts the tranflation given of the phrafe by Dr Whitby, before he 
became Socinian. t Vol. i. p. 10. 
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In reply to what had been faid by the learned Dr Horf- 


ley, now Bifhop of St David’s, thar the expreflion coming is 
the flefb, led to the notion of Jefus having “ had his choice 
“ of different ways of coming,” our author obferves; “ On 
‘ the contrary, I think the expreflion fufficiently fimular to 
“ other Jewilh phrafes, of which we find various examples 
“in the fcriptures, and that it may be explained by the 


“ phrafe partaker of flefb and blood, Heb. 1.14%.” But 


the Doctor is very unhappy in his choice of a parallel text. 
For the very next claufe difproves his allegation. The 


apoftle ufes the phrafe referred to with ref{pect to the chil- 
dren. Does it therefore follow that the language of John 
may be explained by it? On the contrary, the infpired 
writer to the Hebrews varies his language, when he {peaks | 
of the Leader of our falvation. He knew that it would-na- 
turally occur, that men were entirely paflive in receiving 
human nature. Therefore, he ufes an expreffion, with re- 
{pect to Chrift, which denotes action: He took part of the 
fame. It is equivalent to that in Phil. ii. 7. He took upon 


Aimfelf the form of a fervant. As this language can ad- 


mit only of an active fenfe, ıt is evident, from the con- 
nexion, that ıt re{pects not any thing pofterior to the incar- 
nation of our Lord, but his very affumption of our na- 
wre. 
Dr P. adds; “ If the word coming muft neceflarily mean 
“ coming from heaven, and imply a pre-exiltent ftate, John 
“the Baptift muft have pre-exifted: for our Saviour wes 
“that expreflion concerning him, as well as concerning 
“ himfelf, Matt. xi. 18, 19. Jobn came neither eating nor 
“ drinking.—The Son of Man came eating and drinking, 
“ &c. fF” And undoubtedly, the word coming, as ufed 
concerning both, implies pre-exiftence of a certain kind. 
For it refers to the entrance of both on their public mini- 

{trations, 


* Earl. Op. vol. i. p. 193. $ Ibid. 
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{trations, ‘or to the manner in which Chrift and his forerun- 
ner feverally appeared in a public character. With this 
limitation, our Lord fays, ver. 12. From the days of Jobn 
until now, the kingdom of heaven fuffereth violence; not from 
the time of his birth, but of the commencement of his mi- 
niftry. Befides, coming is a far more indefinite expreffion 
than coming in the fle/b; which reftriéts the coming to the 
firft appearance of the Perfon in human nature, and is never 
ufed concerning John, or any mere creature. The Doctor 
is chargeable with a fallacy, when he reafons on the ground 


of the fimple term coming being underftood as if it “ ne- 
“ ceflarily meant coming from heaven.” 


He further obferves; “ It may alfo be afferted, with 
“more certainty ftill, concerning all the apoftles, that they 
“ pre-exulted ; for our Saviour, in his prayer for them, re- 
« fpecting their miffion, makes ufe of the term world, which 
“ is not found in 1 John iv. 2. where he fays, John xvii. 18. 
“ As thou haft fent me into the world, fo have I alfo fent 
“ them into the world.” Here the fophifm lies in the ufe of 
the term pre-exz/fed. Our author tacitly aflumes, that if 
the phrafe, fending into the world, imply a pre-exiltence of 
any kind, it muft denote a pre-exiftence of the fame kind 
in both cafes. He furely underftands this languge, with re- 
{pect to the apoftles, as referring to their miflion in a public 
character. When our Lord fays, Z have fent them into 
the world, it necefiarily implies their pre-exiftence in a dif- 
ferent {tate, as men living in a private ftation, little known, 
and not expofed to any peculiar difficulties and dangers, 
fuch as they were now to encounter in the fulfilment of 
their miflion. It cannot be pretended that the other ex- 
preffion refpects the commencement of our Saviour's minl- 
ftry. For Dr P. has quoted it as correfpondent with that 
of coming in the fie/o. He cannot plead that the phrafe, 
Jent into the world, mult have the fame idea affixed to it in 
2 both 
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both claufes, without granting that Jefus as really /ext the 
apoflles zanto the world, that is, that he as really fent them 27% 
fie/h, or gave them human nature, as the Father fent him 
in fe/h, or gave him human nature. 

He thinks that “ ıt may be aflerted, with more certainty 
{till concerning all the apoftles that they pre-exifted,” be- 
caufe the term world is here ufed, “ which 1s not found in 

. I Johniy. 2.” Butour author muft know that the whole 
phrafe, Jent into the world, is found 1n 1 John iv. g. which, 
it has been feen, exactly correfponds with the preceding ex- 
preflion, come in the fie/b. 

If we pay the leaft regard to the meaning of the term 
coming, as uled with refpe& to Chrift in other paflages of 
the New Teftament, the vanity of our author’s affertions 
muft appear at firt view. It is faid of the true Light, that 
he came unto his own, John i. 11. But this coming evidently 
implies pre-exiftence. For it is declared concerning the 
fame Perfon, in the verfe immediately preceding, He was 
in the world; that is, he exifted in the world, before he 
came in flefh. If this be not true, what fenfe can be affix- 
ed to thele words of Jefus; L came forth from the Father, 
and am come into the world: again I leave the world, and go 
to the Father? John xvi. 28. Do they not as clearly fig- 
nify that he exited with the Father, before his coming into 
the world, as that he fhould exift with the Father, after his 


leaving it? When this term refpects the nativity, it is ufed 
in {uch a fenfe, that Jefus, when coming, or in the very act 


of entering, zzto the world, could fay, A body baft thou pre- 
pared me, Heb.x. 5. 


The true fenfe of the term muft certainly be learned 
from thofe prophecies, concerning the appearance of the 


Mefliah, which are recorded in the Old Teftament; and in 
conformity to thefe muft the language of the New be un- 


derftood. The Jews were accuftomed to defign the Mef- 
fiah 
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fiah o epxouevos, he that cometh, Matt. xi. 3. They borrow- 
ed this language from their fcriptures. For there he is 
fometimes fimply defcribed under this character, with a de- 
claration of the certainty of his appearance; as in Hab. 
u.3. Heb. x. 37. He that cometh fhall come. On other oc- 
cafions, the dignity of the Perfon is declared. He 1s re- 
prefented as, coming with divine Majefty, though in human 
form: Behold, one like the Son of man came with the clouds 
of heaven, Dan. vi. 13. His divine nature is often ex- 
prefsly declared: Behold your God Shall come, Mla. XXXV. 4. 
This expreflion evidently denotes a manifeftation of him- 


felf entirely different from any that his church had for- 
merly enjoyed. Jt fignifies a difplay of his glory even 
to the eye of fenfe. They /hall fee the glory of JEHovan, 
ver. 2. That his people might not deceive themfelves, he 
particularly mentions the figns of his appearance, ver. 5. 


Then the eyes of the blind fhall be opened, and the ears of the 
deaf Joa be unftopped, &c. His work is declared: ver. 4. 


He will come and fave you. The converfion of the hea- 
then is metaphorically exprefled, as one great effect of his 
coming: Jn the wilderne/s /ball waters break out, &c. 
Thus, the whole paflage evidently refers to the time of 
Meffiah’s appearance. | 


This mantfeftation was not to be by means of an inferior 
perfon. Therefore it is written, Say unto the citzes of Ju- 


dab, Behold your God. Behold, the Lord God will come,---- 
Behold, his reward 1s with him, and his work before him, 
chap. xl.9, 10. This illuftnous Perfon is, in chap. lxil. 11. 
defcribed in the fame characters, only with a change of de- 
ficnation: Behold, thy falvation cometh: Behold, his re- 
ward ıs with him, and his work before btm. He was imme- 


diately to difcharge the work of a fhepherd, chap. xi. 11. 


He fhall feed his flock like a J/bepherd. He was to be pre- 
ceded by the vorce of one crying in the wildernef:, Prepare 


ye 
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ye the way of JEHOVAH, ver. 2. Herealfo, we have a pre- 
diction of the difplay of his glory, even to the fenfible eye, 
ver §. And the glory of the Lord fball be revealed, and all 
fep fhall fee it together, for the mouth of the Lord hath 
Spoken it ; or,as the words may be read, al] fle/h fall fee to- 
gether, that the mouth of the Lord hath /poken, that 1s, that 
JEHovAH himfelf is the fpeaker ; according to chap. lii. 6. 
formerly explained. o | 
The account given of the Mefliah, as come, exaétly cor- 
refponds with thefe prophecies. God was not manifefted 
in the human perfon of Jefus; but the Son of God was ma- 
nifefted in the fle/b, that is, in the human nature, I John iii. 
8. The glory that was beheld, was properly his own. It was 
the glory as of the only begotten, John i.14. When he 


wrought miracles, he manztfefted forth his glory, chap. 11. II. 
When the difciples of John, as fent by their Matter, faid to 


Jefus, Art thou he that /bould come? he referred them to 
thefe very works which were foretold by the prophet Ifaiah, 
as the figns of the coming of their God : The blind receive 
their fight, and the lame walk, &c. Matt. x1.3—5. His 
name was called ‘fe/us, not becaufe God was to accomplifh 
the work of falvation by him as an inferior agent; but be- 
caufe he was himfelf to Jave bis people, Matt. i. 21. He is 
exprefsly called Salvation, Atts xi. 47. He appropriates to 
himfelf the language ufed with refpe&t to the coming of 
the church’s God and Salvation ; Behold I come,—and my 
reward ıs with me: and to aflure her that it was he who 
was foretold as thus coming, he alfo appropriates thefe di- 
vine characters which follow in the prophecy of Ifaiah 
(chap. xli. 4.) I am the Firft and the Lafi, Rev. xxi. 12, 
13. If Jefus be not that divine Perfon who was to feed 
his flock like a fhepherd, his followers are chargeable with 
blafphemy when they call him the greot Shepherd of the 


fheep, Heb. xiii. 20. and the chref Shepherd, 1 Pet.v. 4. 
For 
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For neither of thefe characters can apply to him, who is 
infinitely inferior to another invefted with this office. 

But in what manner foever that expreflion, come in the 
fic/b, be rendered, the fentence of infpiration condemns Uni- 


tarians as well as thofe who denied the truth of Chrift’s 
human nature. For according to the plain meaning of the 


words, he came in the fle/b, not only as Fefus, but as Chrift. 
But thofe who have held the fimple humanity, have always 


denied this. For they do not believe that Fe/us was Chrift, 
that is, anointed to the work of falvation, till thirty years 
after his coming in the fle/b. 

The Doétor aflerts that “ there 1s no trace in this epuiftle 
“ of any more than one herefy.” -He might as well fay, 
that there is no trace of any more than one antichrift. In 
what fenfe does John fay, chap. 11. 18. that there are many 
antichrifts 2 Whether is it moft natural to underftand this 
language of a number of individuals of one heretical clafs, 
or of different herefies ? If we are to prefer the former fenfe, 
thefe words, ver. 18. Ye have heard that antichrift Jhal come, 
muft re{pect one perfon only. 

Our author, indeed, is not very confiftent with himfelf, 
in his account of the defign of the infpired writer. For 
he informs us that “the denial of the human nature of 
“ Chrift was the only herefy that‘gave him any alarm.” 
Yet he attempts to prove that he was no lefs alarmed at 
the denial of Jefus being the Chrift. But thefe were diffe- 
rent herefies, though they had one general name. They 
were even oppofed to each other; fo that he, who, in our 
author's fenfe, denied that Jefus was the Chrift, did fo, be- 
caufe he confidered Jefus as one Perfon, and Chrift as an- 
other. 

The Do‘tor withes it to appear that John had no refpett 
to Ebionites, in what he fays of falfe prophets, antichrifts, 


&c. He particularly quotes chap. ii. 22. Who zs a liar, 
VoL. I. M but 
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but be that denieth that “fefus is the Chrift ? underftanding 
thefe words of the Gnoftics, who held that C4rz/f was one 
being, and ‘e/vs another *. But the difference between 
Gnoftics and Ebionites as to the perfon of Chrift, was 
very trifling. Both the early Gnoftics and they believed 
that Jefus was a mere man. Both denied the miraculous 
conception Both held that there was nothing fupernatural 
about Jefus, till after his baptifm. They agreed in affer- 
ting that then the Chrift defcended upon him, in the form 
of a dove. By this name the Gnoftics called the Spirit +. 
Both believed that this defcent was the only fource of the 
miraculous powers of Jefus. Both denied a perfonal union 
between the Logos and the human nature. Modern Unita- 
rians wiih it to be believed, that their predeceffors confider- 
ed the Logos or Sprrzt, as a mere power or attribute. But 
we {hall afterwards fhew that they, as really as the Gnoltics, 
believed that the Chrift pre-exifted. It has been generally 
thought that the Ebionites extended the name Crz/i to the 
man Jefus, whereas the Gnoftics did net. But this opinion 
feems to have been formed merely from the filence of an- 
clent writers; as the principles of the Ebionites have not 
been fo fully explained as thofe of the Gnoftics. Let us, 
however, fuppofe it to be true that-they differed in this re- 
fpect, can it thence be rationally inferred that the latter 
were accounted heretics, while the former, notwithitanding 
their conformity in other refpects, pafled for genuine Chri- 
ftians? The Gnoflics believed an him, whom they thus de- 
{cribed, as the true Meffiah. It is, therefore, inconceivable 
that John fhould condemn the one, and juftify the other ; 
that he fhould reft the truth of a profeffion of Chriftianity 
on fo flight a differences __ 

It is far more natural to think that thefe words, Wo zs 

a 
* Ibid. p. 199. 
+ Epiphanıi Haer. 28, fect. i. p. 110, Haer. 30, fect, xiv. p. 138» 
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a liar, &c. refpe& the denial of fuch a Chrift as had been 


promifed. Now, what was the great character of this 
Methah ? Was it, that at his baptifm the Spirit fhould reft 
upon him, in which both Gnoftics and Ebionites agreed? 
This was the leaft part of his qualification. The apoftle 
explains his meaning in the words immediately following, 
fhewing that he efpecially referred to the effence of this 
Perfon. He zs antichrift, that denieth the Father and the 
Son. Was the Gnofltic an antichrift, becaufe he did not 
extend the name Chrift to the man Jefus? And did the 
Ebionite deferve a better name, who denied that Jefus had 
any natural father but Jofeph? Such a denial of the Céri/t, 
or Mefhah, is evidently meant, as implies a rejection of the 
firft Perfon in the character of a Father, and of the fecond 
in that of a Son. 


But the Dottor has difcovered, that even the language 
ufed with refpect to the fonfhip of Chrift refers to Gnoftics: 


As they “ maintained,” he fays, “ that Feus and the Cori/t 
“ were different perfons, the latter having come from hea- 
“ven, and being the Son of God, whereas Jefus was the 
“s Son of man only, the expreflion of Fe/us being the Son of 
“6 God is as directly oppofed to the doctrine of the Gnottics 
“as that of Chrzjt coming in the fle/o*.” This is a ftrange 
effort of fophiftry. The Gnoftics believed that Fefus was 
the Son of man only. ‘Therefore, John could not mean to 
include Ebionites. They believed, forfooth, that Jefus was 


the Son of God. But in what fenfe? Did they fay that 


God was sis own Father è That he was fo a Son bora, as to 
be the mighty God 2 Nothing of this kind 1s meant. They 


believed that he was the Son of God, becaufe he was the 
Chrift. For our author aflerts that thefe are equivalent ex- 


preflions +. 
There is an evident fallacy in his ufe of that expreflion, 


M 2 the 
# Ibid. p 193. t P. 203. 
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the Son of God. From the peculiar ftructure of the fentence, 
a ftranger to Unitarian principles would fuppofe, that our 
author meant that John had extended this language to Fe/us, 
in the fame fenfe in which the Gnoftics confined it to Cdrz/é. 
Now, he tells us that they confidered the Chrift as “ having 
“come from heaven,” referring to the {enfe in which they 
underftood the term, Son of God, as expreflive of a divine 
nature. But when he introduces the fame term, as extended 
to Fefus, according to that view which he 1s pleafed to afcribe 
to the apoftle, he totally changes the fenfe. It fignifies no- 
thing more than what belongs to a mere man, to one who 
never “came from heaven.” As the “ Gnoftics maintain- 


“ed that Fe/us and Chrift were different perfons,” they 
could not confiftently call Jefus tHe Son of God, or fay that 
he “ had come from heaven.” Therefore, they were falfe 
prophets, liars, heretics, antichrifis. But how do Unitarians 
avoid the fame characters? They give the compliment of 
the name to Fe/us Chrift; but deny that he is truly the’ 
Son of God, or that he “ came from heaven,” either es 
Fefus, or as Chrift. They do not, like thefe heretics the 
Gnoftics, believe that Fefus only is the Son of man. In that 
very fenfe in which the Gnoftics ufed this term, they be- 
lieve nothing more concerning Fefus Chrift. 

It is very evident that, in the paflage laft quoted (chap. 
11. 22.) the weight of the apoftle’s accufation les in this, 
that the heretics alluded to, denied an effential relation be- 
tween the Father and the Son. They fo denied the Son, 
as to exclude themfelves. from any intereft in the Father. 
Therefore it is added, ver. 23. Whofoever denieth the Son, 
the fame hath not the Father. But the denial of the divine 
nature of Chrift is a direct attack on the Father, perfonally 
and paternally viewed. For he is a Father, in a proper 


ienfe, folely ın relation to his only-begotten Son. 
3 That 
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That the apoftle here efpecially refers to the pre-exiftence 
and deity of the Son, without.which he could not be the 
Chrift, appears in the cleareft manner from what follows. 
It is immediately added ; Let that, therefore, abide in you 
which ye have heard from the beginning. If that which ye 
bave heard from the beginning fhall remain in you, ye alfo 
Jball continue in the Son, and in the Father, ver. 24. He ex- 
horts them to continue in that dofrine which they had 
heard from the beginning. He feems to point out the na- 
ture of this doctrine, by an allufion to the very’ terms in 
which he had expreffed it in his introduction: That which 
was from the beginning, which we have heard, &c. Allu- 
fions of this kind, even where the fenfe of the terms 1s va- 


ried, are very common with Hebrew writers. Having 
given the defignation of eternal life to the Perfon whom he 


had thus defcribed, he alludes to this very defignation, by 
declaring the effect of their continnance in the doctrine con- 
cerning him; And this is the promife that he hath promtfed 
us, even eternal life, ver. 25. He then fays; Thefe things 
pave I written ‘unto you concerning them that feduce you, 
ver. 26. to fhew that the feducers, whom he had chiefly in 
his eye, were fuch as denied that the Son was that eternal 
life which was with the Father. 

` In the profecution of the fame defign, after declaring 
their fecurity for abzding in him, as the object of their faith, 
and exherting them to the exercife of this grace, he breaks 
out in the language of admiration at the great honour 
conferred on Chriftians, in confequence of their union to a 
divine Perfon. Behold, what manner of love the Father hath 
beftowed on us, that we foould be called the fons of God! 
Therefore the world knoweth us not, becaufe it knew him not. 


Beloved, now are we the fons of God; and it doth not yet 
appear what we fhall be: but we know that, when he fhall 


appear, we fhall be like him; for we fhall fee him as he ts, 
M 3 chap. 
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chap. iil. 1, 2. When believers are {fad to, be the fons of 
God, the fame divine Perfon is meant, whom the world did 
not know, who fhall uppear, and whom they thall fee as he 
2s. There can be no doubt that the Son is meant; efpe- 
cially as it is he who is faid to appear, chap. 11. 28. and they 
who do righteoufnefs are faid to be borz, or begotten of him, 
ver. 29. They are the fons of God,—who was mantfefted 
to take away our Ains, ver. 5. who laid down his life for us, 
ver. 16. 

He alfo declares that Jefus is fo the Chrz/t, as to commu- 
nicate his uwadtion to others ; not in the extraordinary gifts’ af 
the Spirit alone, but in thofe which are faving, and which 
are the privilege of all true believers, preferving them from 
deftructive errors, chap. 11. 29.27. Therefore, when the 
apoftle {peaks of denying that Jefus is the Chri/t, he means 
a rejection of him as a divine Perfon, who had power 
to take away our fins meritorioufly, by laying down his 
life for us; and efficacioufly, by communicating to us his 
Spirit. Oo 

Dr P. thinks that the paflage, which we have laft confi- 
dered, “ may explain what Peter meant by denying the Lord 
“ that bought them, 2 Epif. ii. I. as it may be fuppofed 
“that he meant denying Fefus to be the Chrift *.” But 
the mode of expreffion evidently implies that ıt was fuch 
a denial of Chrift as affected the truth of his purchafe. It 
łs granted that the Gnoftic doctrine terminated in this. For 
as they afferted that, at the time of the fuffering of Jefus, 
the Chrift left him, and afcended into heaven, it neceflarily 
follows that ‘he had: not power to pay the price of our re- 
demption. But did not thofe equally, at leaft, deny the Lord 
that bought them, who denied that Jefus Chrift was ever 


more than man, and that he had any power, or indeed, any 
defign to purchafe the church? 


‘> 
iw 
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He alfo quotes 1 John v. ç. Who ts be that overcometh the 
world, but he that believeth that Fefus 1s the Son of God ? The © 
apoftle exprefles himfelf differently, ver. r. Whofoever be- 
ieveth that “fefus is the Chrift, is born of God. Thefe ex- 
preffions our author accounts equivalent. But the- faith here 
defcribed is not a faith: merely refpecting his miffion, but 
directly terminating upon h's Perfon. It hath Chrift for 
its proper object. It is belzeving on the Son of God, Ver. 10. 
for eternal life, ver. 11. a faith apprehending this life in the 
Son, as what can be had in him only, ver. 12. Itis believing 
on the name of the Son of God, ver.13  It1s a confidence 
in him as the object, and the hearer, of prayer, as one whofe 
will muft regulate all our petitions, and who in a fovereign 
manner grants them when thus regulated. And this ts the 
confidence that we have in him, that if we afk any thing ac- 
cording to bis will, he hbearecth us. And if we know that he 
hear us, whatfoever we afk, we know that we have the pett- 
tions that we defired of him, ver. 14,15. If Jefus be not 
the Son of God, as having the fame nature with his Father, 
and yet the object of fuch a faith ; whi'e a plurality of per- 
fons 1s difcarded, creature-worfhip 1s introduced. 

The faith meant as effectualiy exciudes Unitarians, as it 
did Gnoftics. For one great defign of this epittle is to ds- 
clare the work of the Son of God. Were it true that the 
apoftle had laboured fo much to prove the truth of his hu- 
manity, would he have done it without any proper end? 
Our Lord affumed real human nature, that in this he raight 
obey and fatisfy for us. Indeed, the dottrine of atone aent 
runs through the whole of this epiftle. The apoitte teitimes 
that. te blood of ‘fefus Chrift his (God's } Son, clean/eth us jrom 
all fin, or, to read ıt more elegantly, according to the Soci. 
nian view, The blood of Fefus Chrift the Chrift cleunfetd us, 
&c. chap. 1. 7. He proclaims hina the propitrution jor our 
Jins, and on this foundation as the advocate, chap. 11. 1, 2. 

M 4 Thence, 
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Thence, alfo, he declares the forsivene/s of fins for his name's 
fake, ver. 12. He teftifies, asx» has been feen, that God was 


manifefted for taking away our fins, chap. 111. §. and that 
he gave his life for us, or in our ftead, ver. 16. Did God 
give his only-begotten Son è It was that we might live through 
him, that he might be the propitiation for our fins, the Sa- 
viour of the world, chap. iv. Q, 10. I4. 

When the apoftle afferts that Jefus came by water and 
blood, chap. v. 6. 1t undoubtedly implies that he came in 
real flefh. But this is afferted only in fubferviency to the 
great end of his afluming our nature. The language feems 
to be of the fame import with that which John ufes in his 
Gofpel, chap. xix. 34. But why fuch particularity, if 
merely to affure us of the truth of the human nature, efpe- 
cially as it does not feem to have been denied by many of 
the Gnoftics when this epiftle was written? But by the 
ufe of this language he fhews, that the ceremonial law had 
its completion in Chrift, and that we receive both pardon 
and fanctfication through him. Thus he teftes that the 
fountain was really opened for fin, and for uncleannefs. If 
we can believe that the water and blood, by which Chrift 
came, were meant merely to prove the truth of his huma- 
nity, we become Gnoftics indeed. We fuppofe the God 
of. the Jews to have been an evil being, who opprefled his 
people with an intolerable yoke of bondage, without any 
advantage, either to themfelves, or to us; who afilicted 
them, not for their profit, but for his plea/ure. 

If it be fuppofed that tbe water re{pects the baptifm of 
Chrift, the doétrine has the fame tendency. The Gnoftics 


in fome fenfe granted that the Son of God came by water ; 
as they faid that the Logos defcended on the man Jefus at 
his baptifm. But, even in that early age, they denied that 
the Son of God came by blood. For they aflerted that the 


Logos left Jefus, when he was about to fuffer. But accor- 
ding 
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ding to the apoftle, he came, not only as the Chrift, as one 
anointed, but as ‘fefus, whewthould, by his death, Jave his 
- people “from their fins. He fays of the Spirit, the water, 
and the blood, that as witnefles they agree in one, ver. &. be- 


caufe they all teftify that eternal life 1s in the Son of God. 


The water, or his baptifm, bears witne/s, becaufe it fhews 
his divine call to the work of falvation. The dlood does 
the fame. For it teftifies the truth of his purchafe of this 


blefling ; as thereby it appears that Ae dard down his life for 
us, chap. 11. 16. The Spirit agrees with both. For he ap- 
plies the blood of Chrift to the foul, and witnefles within 
believers that they are the fons of God, making them to 


know that they have eternal life, ver. 13. Therefore, the 
apoftle fays, He that believeth on the Son of God hath the 


witnefs in himfelf, ver. 10. But his doctrine oppofes Uni- 
tarians, ancient and modern, as direcily as Gnoftics ; becaufe 


of their denying the efficacy of his death. 
The deity of the Word is exprefsly declared ver. 7. But 


I {hall not enter on the proof from this verfe; as the vari- 
ous objections to its authenticity would lead me into too 
wide a field of controverfy *. 

When the apoftle fums up this epiftle, he thus exprefles 
the great defign of it; Thefe things bave I written unto you 
that believe on the name of the Son of God, that ye may know 
that ye have eternal life, and that ye may believe on the name 


of the Son of God, ver, 13. Thofe to whom he wrote al- 
ready belzeved on the name of the Son of God. They did not 


merely receive the teftimony which he gave. But they 
_telied oz him, perfonally confidered, as a fure ground of 
confidence for falvation. Nor was this all. They believed 
that he was the proper Son of God, and relied oz him in 
this character. For believing on the name undoubtedly de- 


notes 


* See Martin’s Critical Differtation on this verfe, and his reply to 
Emlyn. 
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notes the particular refpect that faith has to its object, ac- 
cording to the denomination particularly {pecified. 

But as John had previcufly declared that they were ex- 
pofed to danger from feducer $, the manner ın which he ex- 
preffes his defign in writing points out the nature of that 
heretical doctrine which gave him moft alarm. He wrote 
that they might know that they had eternal life. This clear- 
ly implies that the doctrine of the /educers, whom he oppo- 
fed, tended to deprive them of this ‘great and comprehen- 
five blefling. It cannot be fuppofed, that he refers to any 
who directly denied the eternal ftate. Even the Gnoftics, 
who difbelieved the refurrection of the body, acknow- 
ledged the eternal exiftence of the foul. Therefore, they 
could no more be faid to deny eterzal lıfe, than thoie in 
our day who, going to the other extreme, believe the eter- 
nal exiftence of the body alone. ‘The apoftle certainly re- 
fers to the natural confequence of the doctrine of thofe he- 
retics whom he has 1n his eye. The connexion of the dif- 
ferent parts of the verfe, and of the whole with the con- 
text, nay, with the general tenor of the epiftle, determines 


the nature of their great and leading error. They denied 


that Jefus Chrift was the Son of God, that is, that he was 
that eternal life ME EA was with the Father. They repre- 


fented him as a mere man, who, therefore, could have nel- 
ther power nor right to communicate eternal lfe to others, 
becaufe he needed to receive this bleffing for himfelf. 
They alfo denied the merit of his fufferings, and the whole 
= defign of his coming by water and blood. 

How might thefe Chriftians zow that they had eternal 
life £ The apoftle fhews that this kzow/edge naturally flows 
from faith oz the Son of God. For he had faid immediately 
before; This life is tn bis Son. He that hath the Son hath 
fife, ver. 11, 12. They had the Son as the object of their 


faith. They were united to him, as Godman. Therefore, 
they 
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they might be .affured that they had eternal life; becaufe 
it is zz him, he being effentially the fountain of life, and 


thence infinitely fit to be the repofitory of it, as Mediator, 
in confequence of purchafing it by his blood. Thus, 1f we 


allow the infpired apoftle himfelf to declare his defign in 


writing, we may be affured that it was efpecially to efta- 
blifh Chriftians in the faith of thefe two great doctrines, 


which Unitarians have ftill denied, the Deity of ‘Chrift, 

and areal Atonement for fin, as including the purchafe of 

eternal life. | 

He adds ; And that ye may believe on the name of the Son 

of God, afliguing this as another reafon for writing. 

Though they already believed, his writing was not, in this 

refpect, vain labour. For as they could only be affured of 
eternal life, in confequence of believing in Chrift as the 
Son of God, or a divine Perfon ; he fhews that their con- 
tinued intereft in that bleffing was infeparably connected 
with perfeverance in this very faith. They were ftll to 
rely on the Son of God. It was alfo his defign to confirm 
their faith in this refpect. The connexion between thefe 
two, that ye may know, and that ye may belteve, fhews that 
the degree of their aflurance as to an intereft in eternal 
life would be in proportion to the ftrength of their faith 
in Chrift as the Son of God, and reliance on him in this 
charaéter. For the more firmly that this great doĉtrine is 
believed with the heart, the more certain we are of the fe- 
curity of our foundation for eternity. Therefore, as they 
already confidered the Son of God as the object of prayer, 
he -proceeds to urge the neceflity of aflurance as to the en- 
joyment of all thefe bleflings a/ked of him, according to his 


will, ver. 14, 15. Lo encourage them {till more to perfe- 
vere, and to make progrefs in this faith, he declares that 


their prayers for eternal life, even in behalf of others, 


would be heard and an{wered by Chrift ; if thefe were the 
fruit 
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fruit of confidence in him as the Son of God, ver. 16. If 


any man fee his brother fin a fin which is not unto death, he 


Shall afk, and he fall give him life for them that fin not unto 
death. 
What he has obferved with refpect to this fin, leads him 


to {peak of that which ts unto death. ‘Then he declares his 
own aflurance, and that of his brethren, as to prefervation 
from this fin; their affurance of a {piritual birth, as oppo- 
fed to-the miferable ftate of the world ; and finally, return- 
ing to his principal fubjeét, he declares their affurance with 
refpect to the- coming of the Son of God in our nature, 
and an intereft in him, compendioufly exprefling the fub- 
{tance of that doctrine which he has delivered concerning 
him, in the preceding part of the epiftle; And we know 
that the Son of God ts come, and hath given us an underftand- 
ing that we may know him that is true; and we are in him 
that 1s true, even in his Son “fefus Chrift. This is the true 
God, and eternal life, ver. 20. The firt expreflion in which 
we have the word aanbiwoc, true, feems to refer to the Fa- 
ther. The fecond may be underftood of the Son, as well 
as the laft propofition in the verfe. Socinians, indeed, ap- 
ply the whole to the F ather. They plead that the pofition 
of the article before the words true God, fhews that he 1s 
meant to whom the name molt perfectly belongs *. But 
that this name does not as perfe€tly belong to the Son as to 
the Father, they have yet to prove. It 1s well known, 
however, that the ufe of the article, in conjunction with 
the word @o; God, is no certain argument. It is fome- 
times thus ufed to denote the falfe deities of the heathen, 
Acts vil. 43. Xiv. 11, We. Sometimes, the true God 1s 
mentioned without the article, Matt. iv. 4. v. 9. Some- 
times, the name is given to Chrift with the article, Tit. ii. 

l 12, 

* Volkel. lib. v. e. 1c. / 
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13. Heb. i. 8. -Socinus himfelf acknowledges that this rule 


is not univerifal in the Greek language. 
Here we have the demonftrative pronoun sro this; the 


proper ufe of which 1s to point out what ts pretent, either 
to the fenfes, orto.the mind. It does not, indeed, invari- 
ably refer to what is laft mentioned, but fometimes to the 
principal fubyect of difcourfe. But when the principal fub- 
ject is that laft mentioned, there can be no doubt as to the 
reference of the demonftrative. Now, Chrift is not only 
the fubject immediately mentioned, but that of the whole 
epiftle *. | 

The Socinian view charges the apoftle with the moft un- 
meaning tautology. For he is not only fuppofed to give 
the Father the denomination of rue in the two preceding 
claufes, but to repeat ita third time. As the truth of his 
deity 1s faid to be {till meant, the third declaration muft be 
equivalent to an aflertion, that ‘‘ the true God is the true 
“ God.” For sro; always refpects its fubject according to 


the defcription preceding. 

But Socinians not only attempt to tear away the demon- 
{trative from its proper and natural fubject, but entirely to 
change the fenfe of the prepofition ev. They cannot refufe 


9 


that thefe words, ‘* We are zz him that 1s true,” are pro- 
perly tranflated. But becaufe the Saviour hath too much 


honour, if the fame prepofition bear this fenfe in the fol- 
lowing claufe, they contend that it fhould be rendered dy ; 
as fignifying that we are united to the true God by his 


Son+. This prepofition is ufed, in the New Teftament, 


in the fenfe of dia by, in two or three places. But it never 
occurs in two different fenfes in the fame paflage; and as 
far as we can obferve, it is never ufed in this fenfe by John. 


it would certainly have been the moft improper occafion 


| he 
-> Vid, Bifterfield cont, Crell, p. 5. + Famil. Illuftr. p. 32. 
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he could have chofen for ufing a term, which could not ex- 
prefs hts meaning, unlefs its ordinary and proper fenfe were 
rejected, when guarding thofe to whom he wrote againft 
idolatry, and according to Socinians, exclufively afferting 
the deity of the Father. For, if here underitood in its na- 
tural fenfe, it certainly denotes that believers are in the 
Son, in the fame refpeéts in which they are in the Father. 

But as they cannot, by all their attempts on this paflage 
itfelf, fufficiently obfcure the evidence arifing from it, they 
find it neceflary to call in another, as an auxiliary. Thus 
Dr P. fays that this language ‘* may be coniidered as an allu- 
“« fion to the words of Chrift addreffed to the Father, and re- 
“ corded by this very apoftle, John xvii. 3. This is life eter- 
“ nal that they might know thee, the only true God, and ‘fefus 
“ Chrift, whom thou haft fent *.’ This exception hath been 
often anfwered. But our author does not take the leaft no- 
tice of any thing that has been offered in reply. 

The very {cripture introduced to prove the exclufion of 
Jefus from the character here given him, defeats the defign 
of its introduction. For it fhews that eternal life does not 
confift in the knowledge of the Father only. Therefore, 
this, as a perfonal defignation, cannot, in the epiftle, be 
meant exclufively of him. Socinus himfelf was fenfible of 
this. Therefore he applies it to the Son +. 

It is alfo evident, from the handle now made of this text, 
that Socinians have changed their ideas of Deity. For the 
Polifh divines, while they faid that the true God was here 


oppoted to idols, acknowledged that Chrift was a true, and 
not an imaginary God ł. According to this doctrine, there 


muft either be more true Gods than one; or Chrift mutt be 
| one 


Gaj Ibid. p. 33. t Refpons, ad Bujek. cap. 8. 


} Non difftemur quidem, Chriftum verum et nequaquam imaginarium 


Deum efle. Volkel, l. 5. c. 10, p. 423. ap. Hoornbeck Socin. Confit. 
vol. il. ps SO, 2 


Ar 
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one with the Father But their {ucce{fors deny the Deity 
of the Son in every fenfe of the word. What, then, can 
we think of a faith that changes the very object of worlhip 


in the courfe of a century or two? 
Dr P. adds: “ Without this interpretation, thefe two 


“ texts would flatly contradict one another; for how can 
“the Father be te only true God, if the Son be true God 
“allo *?”?” But even {uppofing that John refers to the Son, 
he does not freak of a true God different from him whom 
Jefus addrefles in this character; but of him who is eflen- 
tially the fame. For our Lord fays; I am not alone; but I 
and the Father that fent me, John vii. 16. He that hath feer 
me, hath feen the Father. Believe me, that I am in the 
Father, and the Father in me, chap. xiv.9.11. It is evi- 
dent that our Lord, in his interceflory prayer, does not con- 
trat himfelf with the Father, as if he had no claim to the 
character of the only true God. For by the fame rule of 
interpretation, it might be denied that the Father 1s omni- 
{cient, becaufe it is faid that the Son bad a name that no one 
knew but be himfelf, Rev. xix. 12. 

It muft alfo be obferved that the character ozy does not 
be:ong to the fubject zee, but to the predicate true God. 
For the article tov precedes movoy, diftinguifhing the fubje& 
from the predicate. Thus the expreflion does not fignify 
that the Father only is the true God, but that the Father is 
the only true God; not as oppoled to the Son, but to all 
falfe deities +. But it deferves our attention, that the Socr- 
nians, in all their cavils at particular paflages, as underftood 
of the deity of Chrut, proceed on a petitio princzpiz, by fill 
taking it for granted that there cannot bea plurality of 
perfons, without a plurality of gods. Thence they aflume 
it as unqueftionable, that the Son cannot be called the only 


true God, without denying this character to the Father. 
But 
* Fam. Illuftr. ibid, t Vid, Lampe in loc, 
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But even according to their own expofition of the lan- 
guage of John, they leave too much to Chrift, for a mere 
man; when they grant that he gzves an underftanding that 
we may know him that is true. For. this does not merely, 
or even principally, fignify a communication of the out- 
ward means of light; but of real internal light. For this 


is oppofed to the underftanding as darkened, Eph. iv. 18. 
where the fame word (diavora) is ufed. It is diftin& from, 
and fubfequent to, the work of the Spirit, as giving out- 
ward revelation, Eph. 1. 18. For how great foever te 
light, without this the darkne/s will not comprehend it, John, 
i. 5. God alone can give this underftanding, Eph. i. 18, 19. 
Heb. viii. 10. x. 16. It is God who commanded the light to 
foine out of darknefs, who Jhines in our hearts, 2 Cor. iv. 6. 

They alfo grant that Jefus gzves eternal life, according to 
John xvii. 2. If fo, he gives God himfelf. For t4e true 
God 1s eternal fife. But can a mere creature have the true 
God at his difpofal ? 

But however inconfiftent Unitarians are, we may be 
affured that the infpired writer is confiftent with himfelf. 


Dr P. cannot refufe that, 1n his introduchon, he gives the cha- 


racter, Eternal Life, to the Son. And shall we fuppofe that 
he robs him of it, in the conclufion. This would, indeed, 
be a ftriking inftance of the art of finking. But the apo- 
{tle carries his original idea through the epiftle. Thus he 
fays, chap. 11. 13. Z write unto you, fathers, becaufe ye have 
known him that is from the beginning. He repeats the fame 
great truth, ver. 14. to imprefs it more deeply. There can 
be no doubt that he alludes to what he had faid in his in- 
troduction. For he adds another character which he had 
there given of the fame glorious Perfon; I have written 
unto you, young men, becaufe ye are ftrong, and the Logos of 


God abideth in you. In ver. 20. he calls him tle Holy One. 
But this is a peculiar detignation of the true God. In chap. 


111. 
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iil. 24. he fhews that the Son of God abzdeth in him that keep- 
eth his commandments, and that it belongs to him to give the 
Spirit. a l 
The apoftle concludes his epiftle with thefe words, Little . 
children, keep yourfelves from idols. As the true God 1s here 
oppofed to zdo/s, it hath been objected that “ we have no 
“ inftance of this with refpect to Chrift.’”’ Though this 
Were true, it would not prove that he is not God. But the 
affertion is contrary to fact. For in 1 Cor. vui. 6. he ıs 


oppofed, equally with the Father, to idols: To ws there zs 


but one God the Father,—and one Lord Fefus Chrift. Here 
the apoitle is directly treating of falfe gods. Thefe words, 
Heb. 1. 6. Let all the angels of God wor/fhip bim, are gene- 
rally fuppofed to be taken from Pfal. xcvii. 7. Worfhip him 
all ye gods. There, the object of worfhip is directly op- 
pofed to graven images and zdols. 

It feems to be generally thought that Cerinthus was co- 
temporary with the apoftles. Theodoret has afferted that 
this heretic urged the worfhip of angels *: and it has been 


fuppofed that Paul oppofes his doétrine, Col. ii. 18. Mo- 
fheim fays that Cerinthus required of his followers, that 
they fhould worfhip the Supreme God in conjunction with 
the Son ¢. He does not give his authority for this aflertion. 
But ıt is probable, from what has been afcribed to this heretic, 
with refpect to the worfhip of angels. As he undoubtedly 
confidered the Son as inferior to the Father, John might add 
this exhortation, becaufe thofe who worfhipped Chrift, but not 
as God fupreme, really made him an idol. By connecting 
this exhortation with a declaration of the true Deity of 
Chrift, he fhews that he is the object of worfhip on this 


foundation only. In this view, his exhortation feems far 


more natural, than when underftood as directed againft 
idol-worfhip in general, or again{t the Nicolaitans, who ur- 


VoL. I. N ged 


* Comment. in Epift. Paulin. p. 355. ap. Ittig. de Heref. p. 52. 
+ Hift. Cent. r. part ii. c. 5. vol. i. p. 145. 
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ged the eating of idolothytes. For he does not once refer to 
either of thefe in the preceding part of the epifile. 


I {ball only add, that I am much inclined to think that 
' the apoftle, in the ufe of the word aanbwcs true, ver. 2c. prl- 
marily refers to the truth or faithfulne/s of God, as bearing 
witneifs concerning his Son. It cannot be refufed that a 
coniiderable part of the chapter relates to this. The apo- 
{tle, when {peaking of the teftimony of the Spirit, ver. 6. 
had aflerted that he 1s aanbeia truth. He had fpoken of the 
witne/s of God as greater than that of man, ver. 9. and de- 


clared the heinous iniquity of thofe who reject it, ver. 10. 
He that believeth not God hath made hima tar. He had 
particularly declared the great fubject of this teftimony, 


ver. 11. This zs the record, that God hath given to us eternal 
life, and thts life is in his Son. As in ver. 20. he {peaks of the 
Son as eternal fife, it is very natural to think that he would 
allude to his atteftation in this character. This verfe, in- 
deed, feems to be a compend of all that he has faid directly 
on the fubjedt, from the fifth verfe downward; of the com- 
ang of the Son of God, ver. 5,6. of the veracity of God 
the Father as a witnefs, ver. g—I1. of the wzzon of be- 
lievers to Chrift, ver. 12. of his Dety, as he is the object 
of faith and of prayer, ver. 13.—15. and of eternal life as 
wz him, and difpenfed dy him, ver. 11, 12, 13.16. Thus, 
the apofile fhews whence fome believe the divine record, 
while others reject it, waking Goda lar. The Son hath given 
them an underflanding that they may know him that is true, 
that is, that they may know God as fazthful. By this gift, 
he unites them to himfelf, as infinitely worthy of their truft. 
And we are in him that is true, in his Son Fefus Chrift. *The 
character aanfivos true, is familiar with this infpired writer, 
as denoting the Son. It occurs in the fame form as here, 
without any fubftantive, Rev. iii. 7. He that is true; and 


chap. xix. 11. He zs called faithful and true; and he is fo 
called 
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called as The Word of God, ver. 13. The apoftle, having 
a{cribed to the Son that truth which, in this place, is evidently 


appropriated to God as an eflential perfection, makes a na- 
tural tranfition to the univerfal truth of his effence as God. 
He does not change his idea. He only extends it. For 
the veracity of God ina foederal character flows from the 
truth of his eflence. Itis becaufe he is God, that he changes 
not, that he cannot le. The fecurity of thole who are zz 


the Son, with refpeét to eternal life, is at the fame time de- 


clared. This zs the true God, and eternal life. 
This view of the paffage affords a ftrong collateral proof 


of the authenticity of the feventh verfe. For the veracity 
of the Spirit, as a witnefs, having been already declared, 


we have here a declaration of the veracity of the Father, 


and of the Word. Thus, we have a particular atteftation 
of the faithfulnefs of each of the Three that bear record in 


heaven. 


CHAP. III. 


Additional Evidence, from the New Teftament, of Chrift 
being the Logos. 


A © a proof of the juftnefs of that- view which has 
been given of the tefm Logos, 1t may not be improper 
to mention fome other paflages of the New Teftament, in 
which it evidently occurs in. the fame fenfe. John, un- 
doubtedly, had a peculiar pleafure in the ufe of this term. 
For, not to mention fome other places, where, as fome 
apprehend, he ufes it as a perfonal character, there is one, 
the application of which adverfaries themfelves cannot deny. 


This is Rev, xix. 12, 13. = 
N2 They 
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They confider it as an eafy matter to underftand the 
meaning of this name. But the Spirit of God certainly 
leaves it as a myftery. He had a name written that no one 
knew but he himfelf. Is this name unknown as to the very 


expreflion ? It will not be faid that this 1s meant. For the 
divine expreffes it in the next verfe, His name ts called, The 


Word of God. How, then, is ıt unknown? Undoubtedly, 
as to its full import, and.the myltery contained in 1t. For 
it may be underiftood as referring to his ineffable generation, 
to his being in the Father, and alfo to his official chara¢ter, 
as he 1s both the Father’s Counfellor, and his Interpreter. In 


whichfoever of thefe lights ıt be viewed, it exceeds our 
comprehenfion. There feems to be an allufion to the reply 
given by this illuftrious Perfon to Manoah; Wherefore 
afkeft thou after my Name, feeing it ts wonderful? Judg. 
xili. 18. Some apprehend that there is alfo a reference 
to the words of Agur, Prov. xxx. 4. What is his Name, 
and what zs his Son’s Name, tf thou canft tell* ? Socinians, 
indeed, evidently think far more of their widom, than 
Agur did of his. For they are not at a Iois to tell the 
full import of the Name of the Son and Word of God. 

It deferves our notice, however, that Dr P. in another 
work, makes the following acknowledgment: ‘“ The rea- 
“ fon why John calls Chrift the Word of God, was probably 
“his feeing that name or title written upon his thigh, in 
“the Revelation, which is fuppofed to have been written 
“ before his Gofpel t.” He is here {peaking of the intro- 
duction to the Gofpel. When thefe zXujirations were pu- 
blifhed, he preferred the other fenfe of the term Logos, as 
denoting an attribute. But he was not fo fully fatisfied 
that it could bear this fenfe only. Elfe, why did he give a 
reafon, which appeared to him probable, for its being uled 
as a perfonal character ? He alfo fays, “ Chrift being called 


| © the 
* Vid. Vitring. in Apoc. xix. 12, + Famil. Illuftr. p. 32. 
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“ the Word of God, on account of his being in a more emi- 
nent manner commiflioned to declare the will of God, 
“they (fome Chriftians in John’s time) imagined that he 
‘was meant in many paflages of the Old Teftament, in 
“which mention is made of the Word of God.” For he 
acknowledges, that 1t is “ an opinion which is known to 
“ have prevailed in his time, that the Spirit which animated 
“« Chrift, having pre-exilted, was that Being who formed this 


© 6 world *.”’ 


Here are feveral important conceflions: Firft, that it was 
an opinion which prevailed in the time of John, that Chrift 
pre-exifted : Secondly, that thofe who embraced this opinion 
believed that, in many paflages of the Old Teftament, he 
was called the Word: Thirdly, that he certainly bears this 
name in the New Teftament: and that John gave him this 
name, probably becaufe he, in the Revelation, faw 1t written 
on his thigh. Now did we ufe the fame freedom with pro- 
bability, which our author often does, we would deduce from 
it certain conclufions, And it would naturally occur; Firtt, 
that the ufe of thisterm by John, as a perfonal character, was 
a confirmation of that prevailing opinion ; Secondly, that he 
would ufe it in no other fenfe than that in which it was re- 
vealed to him, as fuftained by his Lord, that is, as a per- 
{onal name. | \ 


The Dottor however fays; “ in contradiftinction to all 
“ this, the apoftle here afferts, that by the Word of God, 


“we are not to underitand any Being diftin@ from God.” 
What believer in the Trinity ever fuppofed this? The 


dream be to them that hate our Lord, and the interpretation 
to bis enemies ! But Socinians full falfely aflume, that a dif- 


tinction of perfons necefflarily implies a diverlity of being. 
With them, this 1s equivalent to the idea of a perfon diftinet 
from the Father. Butif it was John’s defign to thew that 


the Word was only an attribute, there was not merely a 


N 3 contra- 
* Ibid. p. 31. 


198 Chrift called the Word Book II. 


contradiftinftion to that “ opinion which is known to have 
“ prevailed,” but a contradiftion to that Revelation with 
which he was himfelf favoured. If the Revelation was 
written before the Gofpel, how did that which was a Perfon, 
when the former was penned, dwindle into a mere attribute 
before the date of the latter? 

‘But John is not the only infpired writer, in the New 
Teftament, who gives this name to Chrift. Luke fpeaks of 
thofe who from the beginning were eye-witneffes, and mini- . 
fiers of the Word, chap.i.2. In calling them eye-witze/fes, 
he has evidently the fame meaning as John, when he fays; 
That which we have feen with our eyes, which we have look- 
ed -upon,—of the Word of life, &c. 1 Epift. i. 1. How 
could they be eye-witneffes of the Word, or look upon it, as 
preached? The term uzngetai, rendered minifters, neceflarily 
fuppofes a perfonal character in conftruction with it ; accor- 
ding to its conftant ufe in the New Teftament, referring to 
the fuperior who is ferved, and not to the thing about which 
their fervice is engaged. a 
In this fenfe alfo it feems to be ufed by Paul, as his lan- 
guage 1s recorded by the fame inipired writer, Acts xx. 32. 
Now, brethren, I commend you to God, and to the Word of 
his grace, which is able to build you up, and to give you an 
anberitance among all them who are fanttified. This language 
‘may be viewed as denoting Chrift. For he is joined with 
God, that is, the Father, in a certain external operation. It 
properly belongs to a Perfon, to build up, and to give an 
inheritance. The ufe of the term zagatibeuat favours this 
fenfe. It denotes the commitment or commendation of a 
perfon or thing to the care of another; as it 1s ufed, Luke 
xxiii. 46. As xiv. 23. 1 Pet. iv. 19. The Gofpel is faid 
to be commended or committed to men, 2 Tim. ii.-2- but no 
where elfe are men faid to be commended to it. Chrift. 


may well be called the Word of the grace of God. For as 
the Word made flesh, he is full of grace. 


Various 
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Various reafons have been given by learned interpreters, 
for underftanding the infpired writer to the Hebrews as 
{peaking of Chrift, under the character of the Word of God. 
chap. iv. 12,13. They have argued from his aim in this 
epiftle, which was, as far as he lawfully could, to accom- 
modate himfelf to the ideas and modes of expreflion com- 
mon amongft thofe to whom he wrote. They have alfo 
urged his fpecial defign in introducing the Logos here, in 
what fenfe foever 1t be underftood. He evidently means to 
alarm thofe to whom he addrefles himfelf, and, according to 
the general {cope of the epittle, to illuftrate the unfpeakable 
danger of rejecting or departing from Jefus Cbhrift, whom 
he, in the preceding chapter, calls the luing God. Now, 
the propriety of introducing the character under confidera- 
tion, appears from the we of it elfewhere. For Chrift is 
thus denominated, in relation to the judgments which he 
executes on the enemies of the Gotpel. For when his name 


is declared to be The Word of God, he appears clothed in a 
vefture dipped in blood, and out of his mouth goeth a Jharp 
fword, that with tt he fhould finite the nations, Rev. XiXx.13.1 5. 

The connexion confirms this view. A Perfon 1s referred 
to, ver. 13. Neztaer ts there any creature that ts not manifift 
wn his fight: but all things are naked and opened unto the 
eyes of him with whom we have to do. That the Perfon re- 
ferred to is Chrift, appears from the laft words of this verfe, 
moos ov nuivo Aoyos. If, with fome traniflators, we render the 
expreflion, of whom our dtfcourfe is; they can be under- 
ftood of him only. For he is the great fubject of the epi- 
{tle. If, according to our veriion; the inference 1s the fame. 
If we underftand them as refpeCcting the prefent ftate, they 
muit relate to him. For all power is given unto him zz 
heaven, and in earth ; and he is the immediate object of our 
faith. If we view them as referrin g to judgment, and ren- 
der them, to whom we mujt give an account, which many 
N 4 reckon 
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reckon the proper tranflation ; ftill they peculiarly refpect 
him. For the Father judgeth no man, but hath committed 
all judgment to the Son. Befides, the relative Azs is clofely 
connected with The Word of God as its antecedent: and 
it is unnatural to apply it to any other. Thus the Word 1s 
faid to be a difcerner of the thoughts and intents of the 
heart, becaufe there ts not any creature that is not mantfeft 
ın his fight. ‘The inference in ver. 14. Seezng, then, that we 
have a great High Prieft, &c. is thought ,to confirm this 


view ; as the argument would be weakened by the intro- 
duction of a fubject effentially different. 


The attributes of this Word are ftri&ly applicable to Chrift. 
It is fwv, dveng. This cannot properly be faid of the word 
of revelation itfelf, which is only the mean of the communi- 
cation of life. But Jefus claims this character. J am, o Guy, 
the living One, Rev.1. 18. He isthe Word of hfe, 1 John 
i. 1. a charatter which Dr P. himfelf can apply to no other. 
We have feen that no other can be meant, when it is faid 
In him was life. 

This Word is evepyns, powerful. ‘The expreflion unqueftion- 
ably applies with far more propriety to the fource of divine 
energy, than to the mere inftrument of its conveyance. 
The fame Word is /harper, or more penetrating than any 
two-edged fword. It has been feen that this very idea is 
introduced in the defcription of him whole zame zs called, 
The Word of God, Rev. xix. 13. 15. Out of his mouth goeth 
a fharp fword. Nay, Chrift appropriates this character to 
himfelf, Ifa. xlix. 2. He hath made my mouth like a fharp 
fword, and made me a poltfbed fhaft. This Word zs a dij- 
cerner of the thoughts, &c. This is elfewhere exprefsly 
afferted of Chrift. He knew what was in man. He declares 
concerning himfelf; AU the churches fhail know that I am 


he who fearcheth the reins and hearts, Rev. il. 23 *. 


CHAP. 
* Vid. Owen in loc, Glafli Philol. 1. 1. t. 4. f 3. 
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The Divinity of Chrift proved from the three firft Gofpels. 


() UR author, in his hiftorical works, gives himfelf no 

trouble with the multiplied proofs of the Divinity of 
our Saviour, produced from the Gofpel-hiftory. With a 
{ingle touch of his befom of deftruction, he {weeps them all 
away; asif no one would ever dare to offer any proofs of 
this doctrine from the Gofpels, or fo much as look into them 
for this purpofe, after he has told them that none are to be 
found there. “ Jefus Chrift,” he fays,— made no other pre- 
 tenfions,” than that he was a mere man, “ referring all 
“his extraordinary power to God his Father :—and it is 
“ moft evident that the apoftles, and all thofe who converfed 
‘ with our Lord, before and after his refurrection, confider- 


“ ed him in no other light than fimply as a man approved 
“ of God by figns and wonders which God did by him *.” 


—“ If we look into the Gofpel-hiftory, we fhall find that 
“all that our Saviour himfelf taught, or infinuated, were 


‘his divine miffion in general, or his being the Meffiah in 
particular, with the doctrine of the refurreéction, and that 
‘6 of himfelf coming again to raife and judge the world.— 
« He never told the difciples, that he had pre-exifted, or 


“that he had any thihg to do before he came into the 
“ world +.” Again he fays, “ If we look into the Gofpels 


“and the book of Acts, we {hall find that thofe fublime 
s doétrines (of the pre-exiftence and divinity of Chrift) as 
“ they (the Fathers) call them, were not taught in an early 
“ period. For none of the three firt Gofpels make the 


“ Teaft 


* Hift. of Cor. vol. i. p. 2. + Hilt. Eal. Op. vol. iii. p. 64 
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« leat mention of any thing in the perfon or nature of 
« Chrift, fuperior to thofe of other men *.” 

The fuppofed filence of the three firft Evangelifts, and 
of our Saviour himfelf, on the head of the Divine nature, 
conftitutes the foundation of two of the chief argurents 


urged by Dr P. againft the divinity and pre-extftence of 
Chrifi T- 

We might well be filled with aftonifhment at the audaci- 
ty of thefe affertions, were not admiration itfelf incapable 
of any further exertion, with refpect to men who have 
already gone the length of denying the Lord who bought 


us. But as we are not difpofed implicitly to receive the 
Dofor’s determinations, we {hall inquire, what evidences 


ef the divinity of Chrif occur in the teftimonies given by 
the Evangelifts? and alfo confider his own teftimony to this 
purpofe, as recorded by them. | | 

Our author efpecially fixes on the three jirft Gofpels, as 
not “ making the /eaft mention of any thing, in the perfon 
« or nature of Chrift, fuperior to thofe of other men :” and 
thele, indeed, have not generally been viewed as containing 
much evidence in fupport of this doctrine. Therefore, 
they demand our particular attention. [o avoid repetition; 
we fhall view them in connexion. 

It is granted, that the primary defign, both of our Lord, 
and of his minifters, was to prove his divine miflion, as the 
promifed Mefhah. This appears, not only from.his dif- 
courfes, but from the. diftinét teftimonies given by the Evan- 
gelifis. For, this point being once eftablifhed, true faith 
would neceffarily infer, that Jefus was juft fuch a Saviour as 
the prophets foretold; a divine Perfon, Immanuel, JEHOVAH, 
JEHOVAH our righteoufnef/s, JEHoVAH-RoPHI, JEHOVAH of 


bofis, &c. With no propriety could he have been acknow- 


ledged 
* Earl. Opin. vol. in. p. 158, 159. 


+ Earl. Opin. vol. i-p. 10, 12. 22, 
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ledged as the promifed Mefliah, had he not produced the 


moft decifive evidences of divinity. For the prophets had 
ufed fuch language, as to exclude every one, but a divine 
Perfon, from any claim to that character. Accordingly, the 
very fame circumiftances which proved that he was Mef- 
fiah, inconteftably proved that he was God over all. For, 
although he acted in concurrence with the Father and Spirit, 
he neverthelefs acted by his own power. Therefore, he 
exprefsly informs his hearers that he could have no claim to 
be received as ‘Mefliah, unlefs he performed works properly 


divine. John x. 37. If I do not the works of my Father, 


believe me not. But befides thefe evidences of divinity.that 


arife from his character as Meffiah, even the three firft Gof- 
pels afford a variety of others, of a diftinct nature, fuffict- 


ent to fatisfy faith. 

Jefus is defcribed as Immanuel, or God with us, Mat. 1. 
23. and the Evangeliits were not acquainted with fuch re- 
finement of fpeech, as to {uppofe that this fhould mean æ 
mere man with us, however remarkably he might be di- 
ftinguifhed by his holinefs. Socinians have not yet dif- 
proved the authenticity of this paffage ; though their bat- | 
teries have been pointed againft it for many centuries. 
Dr P. himfelf, in one of his treatifes, grants that it is au- 
thentic ; though, fince the publication of that work, he has 
clearly renounced the doétrine of the miraculous concep- 
tion, as having “f too much the air of fable,” as “ an in- 
“ confiftent and ill-digefted ftory *.” But this only veri- 
fies what is written concerning fome, that they wax wor/fe 
and worfe, deceiving, and being deceived +. Indeed, he makes 
fuch a handle of the dodtrine, while pretending to acknow- 
ledge the authenticity of the paflage, that perhaps it was 
the faireft way to reject it entirely. In his Familiar Iu- 
ftrations, {peaking of the name Immanuel, he fays; “ If 


we 
* Earl. Opio. vol. iv. p. 120. 123. 


1 2 Tim. ii. 13. 
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“ we confider other inftances of names Impofed by the di- 
“ vine direction in the f{criptures, we {hall find that they 
“ do not always exprefs any thing characteriftic of the per- 
“fon on whom they are impofed, but that they were in- 
“« tended to be a memorial of fome divine promife or af- 
“ furance, refpecting things of a public or general con- 
“ cern*.” To this purpofe he mentions the names of Ifaiah’s 
children Shearja/bub and Mabherfhalalhafhbaz, Ifa. vii. 3. 
vili. I. But the Doctor does not refufe that the name 
Immanuel had fome relation to the work that Jefus was to 
perform. Therefore, it was, at leaft, in fo far ‘* charac- 
“ teriftic of the perfon.’ 


But this can in no fenfe be faid 
of the other names referred to.- What was to be done by 
the fons of Ifaiah ? He adds; “ Of Jerufalem ıt 1s faid, Tzs 
“25 the name wherewith fhe frall be called, The Lord our 
“ Righteoufne/s, (Jer. xxxiii. 16.)” But this is not in point. 
For the Doctor ought to know that the literal tranflation 
of thefe words 1s, Thzs is be who f/hall call her, or, He, wha 
foall call her, is the Lord, &c. 

He further fays; “ In like manner the divine Being, by 
“appointing Chrift to be called Emmanuel, engaged to 
“ manifelt his own prefence with his people, by protecting 
“ and blefling them, and inflicting vengeance on their ene- 
“ mies and oppreflors. For this prediction was given up- 
‘on the occafion of an invafion by the Ifraelites and Sy- 
‘yians.”” Had this name been impofed upon any child 
born ın that age, our author might have had fome reafon 
for what he fays. But what fecurity could it be to the 
people of Judah, on occafion of a prefent invafion, that a 

child 


.* P. 28. 29. In our progrefs, we fhall frequently refer to this treatife ; 
becaufe the Doctor himfelf refers zs reader to it, for “ the right under- 
« ftanding of thefe particulai texts,” often barely mentioned in his hi- 
ftory. It would be ungenerous, then, to deprive ours of fo fignal a be- 
neft, 
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child fhould be born about eight hundred years afterwards, 
who {f{hould receive the name Jmsmanuel; if this was all? 
Had our author been expofed to fuch imminent danger, it 
may be prefumed that he would have reckoned this very 
poor confolation. He makes the fz to lie in God’s * ap- 
‘ pointing Chrift to be called Immanuel.” But neither in 
the prophecy, nor in the gofpel-hiftory, have we the ex- 
prefs appointment of this, name; but only a prediction of 
this as the event. Therefore, the fign did not confift in 
the appointment of the name; nor even principally in the 
name itfelf; but ın the miraculous circumftance of a vir- 
gin bearing a fon, and-in his really being what the name 
denoted. 

The truth of this appears from various confiderations. 
The danger was fo imminent, that extraordinary fecurity 
was requifite. Judah feems to have been, at this time, 
threatened with a total deftruction. But the mere appoint- 
ment of a fignificative name, our author himfelf being 
judge, would have been nothing uncommon. The manner 


in which the fign was offered, fhews that it was to be of 2 
miraculous kind: Jk thee a fign of the Lord thy God; afk 
zt either in the depth, or in the bherght above, Ifa. vii. 11. 
This does not imply a verbal, but a real fign. That which 
is promifed, is made to confift in the two things already 
mentioned: 4 VIRGIN /hall conceive, and bear a Son, and 
Shall call his name IMMANUEL. It 1s introduced with a note 
of wonder; Behold! God claims the work as peculiarly 
his own; JEHOVAH 4im/felffhall give you afign. This lan- 
guage undoubtedly fignifies, that the very gzveng of this. 
fign fhould be a fpecial and extraordinary difplay of divine 
grace and power. But ali thefe things the Doctor finds it 
moft expedient to pafs over in filence. 


As the promife of this fign was to be the great fupport of 


the faith of believers, till it {hould be fulfilled; as ıt was of 
itfelf 
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itfelf of fuch a nature as to feem inctedible ; it would ap- 
pear that God gave them an inferior and earthly fign, in 
fubferviency to the other, for fupporting their faith in the 


mean time, and encouraging them confidently to expect the 
accomplifhment of the prediction. For ver. 16. feems to 


refer to Shearja/bub: Before THIS child fhall know to refufe 
the evil, and choofe the good, the land that thou abhorreft fhall 
be forefaken of both her kings. We cannot, otherwife, per- 
ceive any reafon why Ifaiah was commanded by God to 
take his fon with him, a mere child, when going to meet 
Ahaz. The event alfo verifies this view. For both Pe- 
kah and Rezin were {lain within two years after this de- 
claration *. | 

That the name Immanuel is ftriétly -perfonal, appears 
from that beautiful apoftrophe made by JEHovAH to him 
who fhould be thus denominated: The Lord /pake alfo unto 
me, faying, The ftretching out of hts wings (the armies of the 
king of Affyria) /hall fill the breadth of thy land, O Irm- 
manuel +. Nay, as God’s fpecial intention in announcing 
this extraordinary fign, was to affure his church that the 
{piritual deliverance fhe fhould receive from him ata future 
epoch, was her great fecurity as to a prefent temporal deli- 
verance ; believers, in that age, evidently confidered it in 
this light. ‘Therefore we find them triumphantly bidding 
defiance to the hoftile nations that were leagued for their 
deftruction : /Joczate yourfelves, O ye people, and ye fhall be 
broken in pieces ;—for Godis with us *. It would be vain to 
fay, that they refer to him only who had given them the 
fign. For their language clearly re{pects that Deliverer 
who was the fign promifed. By faith they realife it as pre- 
fent. They view the illuftrious Perfonage referred to as 
already in the midit of them. And well might they do fo. 


For he it was, who had {till Javed them, who bare them, and 
| carried 


* 2 Kin, xv. 29. 30. xvi. 9.° f Ma. viii. 8. į Ch. viii. 9, Io. 
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carried them all the days of old. They view him as the 
Lord of Hofts, who was to be /anftified in their hearts: 


and this Lord of Hofts is that very manuel who fhould de 
for a ftone of flumbling, ver. 13, 14. 1 Pet. ii. 8. 

That this is properly a perfonal character, further appears 
from the connexion ftated by the Evangelift between it and 
the name ‘fe/us, Mat. 1. 21. 23. As Jofeph was command- 
ed to call him who fhould be born Fefus, we are told that 
all this was done, that tt might be fulfilled which was {poker 
by the prophet ;—They foall call his name Immanuel. We 
are at the fame time informed, that his name was to be 
called, Fefus, becaufe be fhould fave bis people fron therr fas. 
Therefore, either the name L7zmanuel denotes the dignity 
of the perfon, as qualifying him for the work of falvation, 
or the name ‘fe/us does not denote his proper work. The 
one muft fignify, that he 1s truly God wrth us; or the other 
cannot fignity, that he faves his people from their fins. The 
latter cannot be a perfonal charatter, unlefs the former be 
fo too. For we are exprefsly aflured, that the name Fe/us 
was impofed upon him, by divine authority, to verify the 
»rophecy ; that is, as equivalent to the name Immanuel, and 
as fhewing that he was God with—bzs people, whom he was 
to fave. 

Had the fign conitfted in Chrift’s being “ appointed to ba 
called Immanuel,” as the Doctor aflerts, undoubtedly Jo- 
feph, or Mary, would have been exprefsly commanded to 
give him this name. But inftead of this, the angel fays, 


Thou fhalt call his name Fefus. This indifputably proves, 
that the fign confifted in the meaning of the name, as ftridly 
defcriptive of the perfon. Is it inquired; why then is it 
faid in Hatah, She fhal! call bis name Immanuel? The event 
fhews the import of the expreffion; and that a perfonal verb 
is here ufed for an imperfonal, which 1s very common in 
Scripture. Accordingly, in Matthew we have it; They 
feall call, The Dottor, indeed, how zealous foever for our 

3 tranflation 
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tranflation on certain occafions, adopts another reading here, 
though fupported only by one of Stephen’s MSS. and by 
that of Cambridge *. But this language merely fignifies 
what the perfon fhould really be ; as, in Scripture, things 


are often faid to be called, when the meaning is, that they 


are, or are mantfefted to bet. ‘This muft be the fenfe. For 
there 1s a ftriking difference between thefe words, Tey 
Shall call his name Immanuel, and what follows, She called his 
name “fefus, Ver. 25. ‘That the name was fully verified in 
him, will afterwards appear f. 

The Evangelifts afcribe to our Saviour knowledge of the 
thoughtsof men. ‘Thisis evidently quite different from that 
difcerning of /pirits, (1 Gor. xii. 10.) which was one of the 
extraordinary gifts conferred 1n the apoftolicage. ‘The latter 
feems to have been confined, either to doétrines, or to pro- 
phetic oracles. Thofe, who pofleffed this gift, had a power 
of judging whether thefe came from God or the devil. 
The apoftles feem to have ufed the term /pzrzt, not as de- 
noting the ftate, but the doctrine of men, 1 John iv. 1. This 
view is offered to Socinians with a good grace, as it 1s that 
of their own Grotius. It 1s alfo approved by Slichting |]. 
It does not appear, that even the apoftles had the gift of 
knowing the ftatesof men. Though it fhould be urged 
that we are to underftand the di/cerning of /pirits, as in- 
cluding this, ıt cannot be pretended that they had this pow- 
er conftantly. They often admitted thofe as believers, 
whom they afterwards difcovered to be hypocrites. Thus 
did Peter percezvc, that Simon, who formerly feemed to 
believe, was zz the gall of bitternefs, Acts vi. 23. But 
however this gift fhould be explained, it is no where faid in 
the New Teltament, that any of the followers of Jefus 

knew 


* Vid. Pfeiffert Oper. Hebraic. et Exotic. N. T. loc. 2. Pfafhi Var. 
Lect. cap. 2. p. 205, Vitring. in Ifa. vil. 14. 

t Whitby in loc. t Vid. Pearfon on the Creed, art. 2. p. 129. 130. 

(| In loc. 2 
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knew the thoughts of men. This the Evangelifts not only 


afcribe to him, but they evidently fpeak of it as a power 


which, according to their apprehenfion, he conftantly pof- 
felled *. This is alfo defcribed as nowife the refult of any 


ordinary means of information; for Le needed not that any 
foould teftify of man, John ii. 25. or of any {piritual com- 
munication ; but as a power effentially belonging to Jefus. 
Therefore, he is faid to know 22 himfelf, John vi. 61. This 
knowledge 1s alfo defcribed as extendin g to all men, and to all 
in man. He knew all men.----He knew what was in man, 
John 11. 24, 25. - 
Now, the knowledge of the thoughts of man is a divine 
prerogative. Therefore:the Pfalmift affigns this work to 
God; Try me and know my thoughts. He views it as the 
fame with that of fearching the heart, which has never been 
{uppofed to belong to any creature. For thefe words are 
added as exegetical of the preceding ; Search me, O God, and 
know my heart, Pial. cxxxix. 23. The Pifalmift makes the 
fame afcription elfewhere, when fuppofing the cafe of apcftacy 
from God, or fecret idolatry ; Shall not God fearch this out è 
for be knoweth the fecrets of the heart, Pial. xliv. 20, 21. 
This work God expreisly claims as his own; L know—their 
thoughts, Ifa. lxvi. 18. Nay, on this head, he puts all crea- 
tures to defiance; Who can know it? I JEHovaAH do fearch 
the heart, I try the reins, Jer. xvu.9,10. The faith of 
the Old Teftament church correfponded with fuch declara- 
tions. Therefore Solomon fays, in his prayer at the dedi- 


cation of the Temple; Thou, even thou only, knoweft the hearts 
of all the children of men, » Kin. viii. 39. Tue Word of 
God, as oppofed to every creature, is a difcerner of the 


thoughts and intents of the heart, Heb. iv. 12, 13. That 
this is to be underftood of his perfonal Word, we have elfe- 


where endeavoured to prove *. What greatly confirms this 


VoL. I. O view, 


® Matt. ix. 4. xit. 25. Luke v. 22. vi. 8. ix, 4. Xi. 17. 
{ Chap. ni. p. 185. Sermons on the Heart, vol. 11, p. 319—323, 
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view, as it alfo fhews in what fenfe we are to underftand 
the many teftimonies of this kind given by the Evangelifts, 
is the exprefs declaration of our Saviour in his exalted ftate; 
« All the churches foall know that I am he who fearcheth 
the reins and hearts, Rev. 11.23. This language evidently 
excludes any fuperior kind of knowledge of the heart. If, 
therefore, Jefus does not know it as the Father does, he 1s 
chargeable with that robbery which the Spirit of God de- 
nies, and which Socinians, in their own way, have all along 
attempted to fhow that he never thought of. But the know- 
ledge, claimed by him, 1s precifely of the fame kind with 
the Father’s. This appears from the end propofed by both 
in this work. When JEHovAH fays, l—do fearch the heart, 
I try the reins ; it is even to give every man according to his 
ways, Jer. xvil.10. When Jefus fays, All the churches 
Shall know that Lam he who fearcheth the reins and hearts, 
how is it meant that his claim to this divine prerogative 
fhall be zown ? It is by the perfect adminiftration of juf- 
tice. For it immediately follows; And I will give unto 
every one of you according to his works, Rev. ii. 22. Jefus, 
therefore, difcovers his claim to this charaéter in the fame 
manner with the Father. He mutt, of confequence, have 
the fame title. _ 

God feems to have granted, at times, to thofe who were 
infpired, a knowledge of the moft fecret words and aéions 
of men; as an evidence of their miffion, and for the ac- 
complifhment of his purpofes of mercy or judgment. This 
is evident from the hiftory of Elifha, with refpect to the 
king of Syria, and alfo his fervant Gehazi. But in the 
firft inftance, his knowledge extended to the words on- 
ly, that were {poken in the king’s bed-chamber, 2 Kings 
vi. 12. © As to the fecond; there was nothing more 
than a difcovery of the language and conduct of Gehazi, 


chap. v. 26. Thus, God hath revealed to his fervants, as 
we 
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we may fay, only the overt acts of men. But he hath al- 
ways referved to himfelf the knowledge of their thoughts. 
Nor have we an inftance of any one of his fervants pretending 
to judge of the thoughts of men, but by induction from 


their words or actions. 


However, the reafon of Jefus knowing the thoughts, as 
given by Dr P. is his “ being appointed the king and judge 


“of men.” Therefore he “ has powers given him adapted 
“to thofe offices, efpecially the knowledge of the human 


“heart, and the prerogative of declaring the forgivenefs of 
“ fin.—We ought not therefore,” he fays, ‘“ to be furprized 
‘at fuch expreflions as thefe, Matt. ix. 4. And ‘fe/us know- 
“ang their thoughts, John u. 25. He knew what was in 
“ man *.”” Here Dr P. fpeaks of Chrift’s being a izg and 
judge, as if thefe terms denoted different offices. As Soci- 
nians endeavour to fink the prieftly office in the kingly, we 
need not wonder that they try to make two of the latter. 
In this, as in many other refpetts, they refemble the Papitts, 
who, having denied that the {fecond precept of the law is 
diitinct from the firft, divide the tenth, to preferve the num- 
ber. He alfo ‘eems, as far as poflible, to diminifh the know- 
ledge belonging to Chrift. He fpeaks of “ the knowledge 
“ of the human heart.” Now, inthe common ufe of language, 
this carries a very different idea from difcernment of 
thoughts. A man of ftrong natural powers and accurate 
obfervation, with a confiderable portion of experience, may 
be faid, in a limited fenfe, to poflefs “ the knowledge of 
“the human heart,” while no man, in his right reafon, 
would fo much as think of faying, that he knew the 
thoughts. But who can blame our learned author? His 
fyftem, fomewhat different from that of the Baptift, necef- 


farily requires that not he, but his malter fhould decrea/c. 
O 2 But 


* Famil. Illuftr. p. 22. We may, in another place, attend to what our 
author advances with refpect to Chrift’s declaring the forgivenefs of fins, 
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But let us examine the force of the reafon afligned for 
this knowledge, whatever be the fuppofed degree. It was 
neceflary for Jefus, as “ appointed the king and judge of 
“men.” It isa power “ adapted to thefe offices.” And 
who can deny it? But pray, good Sir, when was he inveft- 
ed with thefe offices, and intrufted with this power? If I 
am not much miftaken, you and your brethren tell us on 
fome occafions, that he received all his honour and power 
after his refurrection. Something very like this has efcaped 
your own pen. “ The reafon why Chrift was fo much di- 
“ ftinguilhed by God the Father, 1s frequently and fully ex- 
“« preffed in the fcriptures, vzg. his obedience to the will of 


« God, and efpecially in his fubmitting to die for the bene- 


“« fit of mankind * ”----“ The power and glory which was 
“ conferred upon Chrift are exprefsly faid to be the reward 
“of his obedience, and to be fubfequent to his refurree- 
“tion +.” Butif Jefus was not made a king and judge till 
after his refurrection, and if the knowledge of. the heart be 
a “ power adapted to thefe offices,” furely he could have no 
occalion for it, and no title to it, before. However, 1f we 


may believe the Evangelifts, fefus new what was in man, 
knew the thoughts, in his ftate of humilation. That event, 


to which this part of the Gofpel-hiftory refers, took place 
near the commencement of his miniftry. 

But Socinians are chargeable with wonderful fhuffling on 
this head. When preffed with the paflages of fcripture 
which afcribe eflential dominion to Jefus, efpecially if thefe 
exprefs the faith of believers after his exaltation, they 
pofitively affure us, that all his honour and godlike power 
are the fruit of it. On the other hand, when aflailed by ar- 
cuments, taken from what he faid and did, or from what 
the difciples believed, in his ftate of abafement, they vir- 
tually retract the former aflurances, and are pleafed to in- 

form 


* Appeal, p. 13, 14. + Famil, Qluftr. p- 40, 41. 
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form us, that he had a great deal of honour and power, even 
while in the form of a fervant, that is, while purchafing 
this very honour and power by his obedience. There feems, 
indeed, to be a ftudied ambiguity in our author’s language ; 
“ Chrift being appointed the Krug and ‘fudge of men, bas 
powers given him adapted,” &c. But the queftion 1s, 
Had he thefe powers, before he was conftituted King and 
Judge ; or, 10 other words, before he had any need of them? 
The faé& is diretly the reverfe of what is pretended by 
Dr P. Chrift 1s appointed the King and Judge of men, 
becaufe he eflentially poflefles powers adapted to the work. 

There 1s a continual outcry made by the party, againft 
the ufual diftinction between the, effential and mediatory 
characters of Jefus; when employed to folve the apparent 
contradictions in the accounts which the fcriptures give of 
him. But Socinians find occafion for a diftinction far more 
frange. According to the former, two very different rela- 
tions are fuftained by one Perfon; which 1s abundantly 
common among men. But by the latter, the fame Perfon 
is fuppofed to ftand in fituations directly oppofite, in the fame 
nature and relation. It is no contradiction, that Jeius fhould 
be the proper Son of God, in one relation; and true man 
in another; that, according to the former, he fhould know 


all things (John xxi. 17.), and be ignorant of fome things, 
according to the latter. But that he fhould have omniici- 


ence and limited knowledge; the ftate of a fervant, and 
the {tate of God; no power and honour as a Kins and 
Judge, and yet a great portion of both,----in one nature and 
relation ; that he fhould, at the fame time, be purchafing a 
reward to be had only in confequence of' finifhing his work, 


and yet pofleffing it; are contradictions of the groffeft kind. 
On this head, at leaft, there 1s a palpable defect in the Soci- 
nian fyftem : and it muft be new modelled, ere it can be 


received by men of true reafon. 


O 3 Our 
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Our author kindly informs us, that “ ‘we ought not to be 
s: furprized at fuch expreffions as thefe, ‘fe/us knowing their 
« thoughts,” &c. This argues great tendernefls for weak 
readers, who might be {o fimple as to apprehend that no 
one could know the thoughts but God. He feems to grant 
that there is, apparently at leaft, fome ground for furprize. 
The good man 1s afraid that the furprize, efpecially after all 
that he has faid to depreciate the Perfon, fhould hurt, not 
us only, but his own beloved fyftem. But like many py- 
ficians of no value, the very means he ufes to prevent, in- 
creafe the diforder. For we are more furprized than ever, 
to learn, not only that a fervant obtains great part of his 
reward, although the proper confequence of his work, be- 
fore he has well entered on it; but that a mere man may 
certaily and conftantly di/cern the thoughts and intents of 
the heart. Had this been told thofe who attended on the 
miniftry of Jefus, it would have furprized them more than 
any thing he either faid or did. 

The Evangelifts reprefent Chrift as the ob/e& of faith. 
Thus Matthew applies that prophecy to him; Ja is Name 
foall the Gentiles truft, chap. xii. 21. But trufting in- the 
Name of Jefus, is fimply trufting in Jefus himfelf, efpecially 
according to the Revelation given of him in the Word; 
juft as loving the name of the Lord, and calling upon his 
name, denote the love and worfhip of God. But if the 
Evangeliuts viewed Jefus as the object of faith, they muft 
have confidered him as God. They were no ftrangers to 


that awful denunciation, Cur/fed be the man that trufteth in 
man, and they muft have confidered themfelves as lying 


under the lafh of it, had they trufted in Jefus, believing him 


to be a mere man. Nay, had this been their idea, they could 
never have thought that the prophet Ifaiah {poke of him. 


They alfo reprefent him as the odjec? of religious wor/hip. 
Accordingly they inform us, that the wife men came to 


worlhip 
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worthip him, Matt. 1. 2. The word * ufed cannot be under- 
itood of civil homage. For univerfally, in the New Tefta- 


ment, 1t denetes fuch worfhip as belongs to no creature. 
When Cornelius worthipped Peter, the latter faid, Stand 


up; I myfelf alfo am a man, A&s x. 26. In what fenfe it 
is ufed by Matthew, appears from our Lord’s reply to Satan; 
Thou fhalt worship the Lord thy God, chap. iv. ro. That 


this act of adoration, by the wife men, was accepted of 


God, appears pretty plainly from the peculiar care exerci- 
fed with refpect to their prefervation from the wrath of 
Herod, ver. 12. Itis fcarcely fuppofable, that God would 
have interpofed by immediate Revelation, for preferving 
idolaters. Befides this inftance of the worfhip of Jefus, 
we have a variety of others recorded +. It is evident, in- 
deed, that he received religious adoration from all his difci- 
ples. For while be was parted from them,—they wor/hip- 
ped him, Luke xxiv. 51, 52. Weare aflured that after his 
afcenfion the difciples continued their worfhip. This was 
fo well known, that the primitive Chriftians are denomi- 
nated by a periphrafis taken from this very circumftance. 
They are defcribed as thofe who call on this name (Son of 
God) Adts ix. 20, 21. Now, no one-can deny that invo- 
cation is a {pecial act of worfhip. By fome it is reckoned 
the higheft. Therefore, either the Son of God ought to 
be worfhipped ; or, all the firft Chriftians were idolaters. 
Could we believe, with Socinians, that this word, when 
ufed by the Evangelifts with refpeĉ to Chrift, is to be un- 
derftood in a different fenfe from that in which it 1s applied 
to the Father, we would be under a neceflity of concluding, 
that the New Jl eftament church is not fufhciently, guarded 
againit idolatry, and that the Evangelifts were very impro- 
per perifons for committing the Hiftory of Jefus to writing. 


For with refpect to both the worfhip given to God, and 
O 4 that 


* Vpocxuves. f See Matt, viii, 2. 1x. 18, xx. 20. 
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that given to Chrift, they ufe the very fame word, without 
the leait note of diftin¢tion. 

He is held forth, in the Evangelical Hiftory, as the 
Lord God of the children of Ifrael. Therefore the Angel 
foretold concerning John Baptilt; Many of the children 
of Ifrael Jhail he turn to the Lord their God. Who this is, 
evidently appears from the words that follow; And he 
fball go before him in the fpirit and power of Elias, Luke 
i. 16, 17. Now, whomfoever John preceded as an harbin- 
ger, he muft have been the Lord God—of the children of 
_ Sf/rael. But 1t was Jefus whom he preceded, as John him- 
felf teftifies; He that cometh after me, 1s preferred before 
me, John i. 27. and again, addrefling his difciples; Ye your- 
felves bear me witnefs that I Jard, I am not the Lbrift, but 
that I am fent before him, John iu. 28. In all the Gofpels, 
and alfo in the Acts, Chrift is reprefented as that iluftrious 
Perfonage, whofe forerunner the Baptift was*. On this 
account, Zacharias cails John the prophet of the Higheft. 
For, fays he, thou fhalt go before the face of the Lord to pre- 
pare his ways, Luke i. 76. But let any man in his right 
fenfes fay, Ii this language would not have been both ab- 
furd and blafphemous, had John been the prophet and har. 
binger of a mere man? | 

Indeed, the Lord, whofe way is here {aid to be prepared, 
is JEHOVAH. For the Evangelift Matthew informs us con- 
cerning John, that thzs zs be that was Jpoken of by the pro- 
phet Efatas, faying, The votce of one crying in the wilder- 
nefs, Prepare ye the way of the Lord, chap. iii. 3. But the 
word ufed by the prophet, is JEHovaH, La. xl. 3. There- 
fore Jefus, who had John for his forerunner, is, and was 
confidered by the Evangelifts, as JEHovAnH. Now, not- 
with{tanding all the vazn things, that the people have ima- 
gined, in their combination againft the Lord, and his ‘Anoint- 
ed; as long as the word of God remains, this mult be con- 


| fidered 
# Matt, i. 3. Mar. 2, 2, 3, Acts ziii. 24, 25. 
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fidered as his communicable name. All the prefumptu- 
ous affertions and filly quibbles of Socinians, can be of no 
force, with a believing foul, when oppofed to fuch language 
as this, Z am JEHOVAH, that ıs my name, and my glory will 
I not give to another, Ufa. xlii. 8. When the church prays 
for vengeance on the enemies of God, who have made a 
tumult, lifted up the head, and faid, Let us take to ourfelves 
the houfes of God in poffeffion, it is for this end, That men 
may know that thou, whofe name alone is JEHOVAH, art the 
Moft High over all the earth, Pfal. lxxxiii. 18. He, there- 
fore, who is the Higheft (Luke i. 76.) or the Moft High, and 
who has the name JEHOVAH, is God in the proper fenfe of 
language ; is God alone, not as excluding the Father and 
Spirit, but as truly divine, and as oppofed to every creature, 
however exalted. 

Luke informs us, that Jefus-was recieved by believers, in 
his time, as the- Lord of hofts. For when recording the 
teftimony of Simeon, he declares, that he faid to Mary 
the mother of Jefus; Behold, this child is fet for the fall 
and rifing again of many in Ifrael, and fora fign that foald 
be [poken againft, chap. 11. 34. Thefe words are taken from 


the prophecy of Ifaiah, chap. vill. 13, 14, where they are 
{poken of JEHovAH of hofts: Sanétify the Lord of bofis 
himfelf ; and let him be your fear, and let him be your dread. 
And he Jhal! be fora fanftuary ; but for a ftone of flum- 
bling and for a rock of offence, to both the houfes of Lfrael. 


----And many of them foall ftumble and fall, and be broken, 
and be {nared, and be taken. That Jefus, then, who was æ 


Stone of ftumbling, was yet to be the object of religious fear 
and worihip, as the omnipotent God, who doth according to 
bis will in the army of heaven, and among the inhabitants of 
the earth. For the Lord of hofts is a name exprefling almighty 
power and univerfal dominion, as well as fovereignty of 
operation. Simeon, therefore, believed in Jefus as the Lord ` 


of 
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ef hofts. Nor was this delufive exercife. The Evangelift 
informs us, that the Holy Ghofé was upon him, ver.25. If 
Simeon was miftaken, Luke mutt have been fo too. .In- 


deed, we find the apoftle Peter alfo confidering Chrift as 
that fone of flumbling foretold by the prophet, 1 Ep. 11. 8. 


Thofe, who in our day, oppofe him as the Son of God, 
have need diligently to inquire, whether the prophecy be 


not fulfilled in them. 


CHAP. V. 


Of our Saviour’s Doérine and Condu with refpet to bis 
) Divinity. 


oe argument urged by Dr P. agafi the Dive- 

nity or Pre-exiftence of Chrift, is founded on his fup- 
poled filence on this'fubject. ‘* The manner,” he fays, 
« in which our Lord {peaks of himfelf, and of the power 
“ by which he worked miracles, is inconfiftent, according 
“ to the common conftruction of language, with the idea of 
“s his being poffefled of any proper power of his own, more 
“ than other men have *.” 

What we mean to offer in reply to this argument, will 
not only fhow that our Saviour claimed divinity to himfelf, 
but at the fame time ferve as a continued proof of: what 
the Evangelifts believed concerning him. The Doctor 
Rrenuoully urges the conceflion of the fathers, that, in the 
three firft gofpels, Jefus is defcribed merely as man ; and 
pleads from the fuppofed latenefs of the publication of John’s 
gofpel, that, although the divinity of Chrift were taught in 
it, the greateft part of the firft believers muft have died 


without any knowledge of this doctrine. We {hall there- 
fore 


# Earl. Opin. vol. i. p. 13. 14. 
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fore continue to direct our principal attention to what is 
narrated by Matthew, Mark, and Luke. And if it appear, 
that they really believed this doctrine, and taught it in 
their writings; the whole of our author’s reafoning from 
inaccurate or disjointed expreflions taken from the works 
of the fathers, really or apparently aflerting the contrary, 


muft fall to the ground. 
We have already proved that Chrift is acknowledged 


by the Evangelifts as the objeé? of faith. They alfo repre- 
fent him as exhibiting himfelf in this very charadter : Who- 
fo feall offend one of thefe little ones who believe in me, Sc. 
Mat. xvii. 6. 

He demanded /upreme love from his followers. Jf any 
man come to me, and hate not his father, and mother, and 
wife, and children, and brethren, and Jifters, yea, and his own 
life aljo, be cannot be my difciple, Luke xiv. 26. that is, 


every one, who would be his difciple, muft love him more 
than all thefe; as we learn from Mat. x. 37. If the love, 
here demanded, be not fupreme, we know not what can 
come under this defcription. It is love, that excludes the 
partnerthip of every other object. This demand undoubtedly 
implies all that God claims, as his right, in the firit and 
great commandment; Thou /halt love the Lord thy God with 
all thy heart, and with all thy foul, and with all thy mind, 
Mat. xxii. 37. The love, here required, is by no means 
included in that fecondary precept, Thou /halt love thy 


neighbour as thyfelf, ver. 39. For Jefus requires, that a 
man {hould comparatively Sate his neareft and deareft neigh- 


bour, yea, bis own life alfo, for his fake. 

Jefus prefcribed his Name’s Juke as the /upreme end to be 
propofed by his difciples. . This language was quite fami- 
har to the Jews, to whom he addrefled himfelf. But they 
had been always accuftomed to reftriét it to God. How- 


ever frequently this expreffion occurs in the Old Teftament, 
we 
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we do not once read of the Name’s fake of a creature. It 
alfo invariably denotes the fupreme motive, reafon, or end, 
whether it be immediately propofed by God or by man. 
God affigns this as the caufe or end of his condué, in oppo- 
fition to every other that might be fuppofed; For my 
Name's fake will I defer mine anger ;---even for mine own 
fake will I doit. He mentions this as equivalent to his 
glory as the higheft end. For it immediately follows ; For 
bow fhould my Name be polluted? and Iwill not give my 


glory to another, Ufa. xlviii. 9. 11. This is defcribed as the 
end of coming to worfhip at Jerufalem. Therefore Solo- 


mon fays; Concerning a ftranger,---that cometh out of a far 
country for thy Name's fake ;---when he fhall come and pray 
towards this place; hear thou, 1 Kin. vu. 41—43. Be- 
lievers, under that difpemfation, are defcribed as fuftering on 
this as the proper ground; Your brethren that hated you, 
that cafi you out for my Names fake, faid, Let the Lord be 
glorified, Ifa, lxvi. 5. | 

This very language Jefus appropriates to himfelf, and 
applies fo very particularly in regard to his followers, as to 
leave no reafon to doubt that he wifhed to be confidered 
as that very Being who fpoke to his ancient church by 


Ifaiah. He affures his difciples, that their lot fhould be 


the fame with that of former believers, and that their 
bleffednefs fhould confift in fuffering for his Name’s fake. 


Blefled are ye, when men fhall hate you, and when they fhall 
Separate you from their company,—for the Son of man’s Juke. 
Rejoice ye in that.day,—for in like manner did their fathers 
unto the prophets, Luke Vi. 22.23. Every one that hath 
forfaken houfes, or brethren, or fifters, or father, or mo- 
ther, or wife, or children, or lands, for my Names fake, foall 
receive an hundred fold, and foall inherit everlafiing life, Mat. 
xix. 29. Chrift fays to Ananias concerning Saul; I walt 
foow him how great things he faall fuffer for my Name's 


fake, Adis ix. 16. Therefore, unlefs Chrift have the fame 
Name 
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Name with God, as being of the fame nature, he fets up 
his glory as a new fupreme end, and robs God of his pre- 
rogative. Ifthis be with the Father’s confent, he fuffers 
his Name to be polluted and gives his glory to another. 

Not only do the Evangelifts, as we have already feen, 
reprefent Jefus as the object of religious worfhip; but Jefus 


himfelf chearfully accepted the wor/hip that was given him. 
It has been obferved, that the word ufed by them, always 
in the New Teftament, denotes religious adoration. But 
though it were poflible to prove the reverfe, it would not 
affect the argument. For when we read of the worlhip of 


Jefus, the circumftances recorded are fuch as clearly thew, 
that 1t was not of a civil, but of a religious kind. It might 


jultly be urged, that, on every occafion, he renounced all 
the honours of royalty. He refuted to be.made a king, or 


even for once to act the part of a judge in civil matters. 
And can it be thought, that he would receive the higheft 


token of veneration ever given to an earthly fovereign ? 
Even fuppofing that he knew, that this was meant merely 
as civil refpect, on his own principles he ought to have re- 
fufed it. For he conftantly teftified, that his kingdom was 
not of this world. It, therefore, he received this as civil ho- 
mage, he voluntarily, and in the moft effectual manner, 


confirmed that carnal people in their wild ideas with refpect 
to a temporal kingdom of the Mefliah. 

But we find that frequently the form of this worfhip was 
fuch, that although he had known that it was meant mere- 
ly as civil, he could not lawfully have accepted it. Jairus 
fell at his feet, Mark v. 22. The Syro-phenician woman 
did the fame, ch. vii. 25. His difciples beld him by the 
feet and worfbipped him, Mat. xxvui.g. This kind of wor- 
ihip was fometimes given to kings, or their fubftitutes; 
but it was untiwiul. It was demanded by the kings of 


Perfia. Various realons have been given why Mordecat 
the 
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the Jew would not bow to Haman; but the moft natural 
idea is, that he accounted it unlawful. This is the reafon 
affigned by the Jewilh hiftorian, who muft have been beft 
acquainted with the opinions of his own nation. ‘ Morde- 
“ cai alone,” he fays, ‘‘ bowed not to him, fuch obedience 
“ being againft the cuftom of his country *.” Even the 
more intelligent heathens were fhocked at this kind of 
worthip, when offered to man, being perfuaded that it was 
divine. Thus Sueton obferves, that ‘ Lucius was the firit . 
‘“ who procured that Claudius Cæfar fhould be adored as 
“s God: for when he returned from Syria, he would not 
‘¢ prefume to approach him otherwife than with his head ` 
“ veiled, and turning himfelf round, he fel down before 
“ bimte’ | 

This form, then, being ufed in the idolatrous worfhip of 
man, had Jefus been nothing more, he could not have re- 
ceived it without giving the moft exprefs encouragement 
to idolatry. But we have not a fingle inftance of his tefti- 
fying the leaft diffatisfaction. No one can doubt, that the 
Devil demanded religious adoration from him, when he 
faid; ‘* All thefe things will I give thee, if thou wilt fall 
down and worfhip me, Mat. iv. ọ. This very worthip the 
wife men gave to Jefus; for the expreflion is the fame f, 
Nay, this. very worfhip Jefus accepted from Jairus. For, 
as Mark fays, He fell down, ch. v.22. Matthew informs 
us, that he wor/bzpped him, ch. ix. 18 ||. That is, he wor- 
Shipped Jefus by proftration, the very manner in which Je- 
fus himfelf, confidered as man, worfhipped the Father. For 


he 

* Antiq. l. xi. c. 6. 

t Idem miri in adulandum ingenn, primus C. Cæfarem adorari ut 
Deum inftituit: cum reverfus ex Syria non aliter adire aufus effet, quam 
capite velato, circumveitenique fe, deinde procumbens. In Vitell. cap. 2. 
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he fell on the ground, and prayed, Mark xiv. 35. If Jefus, 
then, was a mere man, the angel, who refufed the worfhip 
of John, was more zealous for the glory of God than he. 
For this was the very way in which John offered to wor- 
fhip this heavenly meffenger: I fel at his feet to worfhip 

him*, But he rejected it with horror, afligning it to God 

as his exclufive prerogative, faying; See thou do it not: I 

am thy fellow-fervant ;—Worfbip God, Rev. xix. 10. Ac- 

cording to the Socinian doctrine, Jefus ought to have done 

the fame. For how much foever he be exalted above be- 

lievers, he is ftill their fe//ow-/ervant, confidered in his rela- 

tion to God. If Jefus had no right to religious adoration, 

would not Peter have been a better foundation for the 
church, than he? For when Cornelius fel down at bis feet, 

and worfbipped him, he took him up, faying, fiand up; I 
my felf alfa ama man, Atts x. 25, 26. | 

Jefus claimed the glory of the Father as his. What, in 
one paflage he calls the glory of his Father, he, in another, 
calls his own. The Son of man fhall come in the glory of 
his Father, with his angels, Mat. xvi. 27. When the Son of 
man foall come in his glory, and all the boly angels with 
him, then fhall he fit upon the throne of his glory, ch. xxv. 
3I. In both places he {peaks of his coming to judgment. 
The glory is A:s, and the throne alfo.- He could never have 
uttered fuch language, unlefs his and the Father’s glory were 
one. 
He claimed the church as his property, faying, Upon this 
rock will I build my church, Mat. xvi. 18. But this argu- 
ment we fhall illuftrate afterwards. 
He afferted his Lordfhip over the Sabbath. Thus, in re- 

ply to the cavils of his enemies, on occafion of his difciples 
plucking and eating the ears of corn, he faid; The Son of 


man is Lord even of the Sabbath-day, Mat. xii. 8. As this day 
was coniecrated by ‘sod, no one could have a right to loofe 


the 
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the obligation of the precept, but God himfelf, It would 
be vain to fay, that Chrift received this right by delegation. 
For, according to the Socinian fy{tem, he was not yet comé 
to his kingdom. At any rate, the lord{hip, here claimed, 
s evidently unlimited. 


C H A P. VI. 


Of the Evidence of our Saviour’s Divinity, from his 
Miracles. - 


ESUS manifefted and maintained his claim to a divine 

character, by the miracles that he wrought. It is grant- 
ed, that thefe were more directly meant to prove his divine 
miffion as Meffiah; and that our Saviour appealed to them 
in this refpect. But they alfo proved the effential dignity 
of the Meflenger. The mere working of a miracle, in- 
deed, will not prove the divinity of the immediate agent. 
The moft that it can prove, is a miffion from God. It alfo 
confirms the truth of the doctrine which is-taught. But 
if the immediate agent of the miracle lays claim to Deity, 
the truth of his doctrine in this refpet cannot be denied, 
without a dental of the reality of the miracle. 


Jefus wrought miracles in confirmation of his doctrine. 
Thefe muft have confirmed the whole of his doctrine; or 


they could not confirm any part of it. He taught that 
he was the true Mefhah: and it is granted by Socinians, 
that his claim to this charatter was inconteftably demon- 


{trated by his. wonderful works. If he alfo taught that he 
was God, the fame works muit have equally confirmed this 


branch of his doctrine. But he undoubtedly did fo, by de- 


claring that he had power to forgive fin: and he appealed 
to miracles as an evidence of this power. When the man 


iick of the palfy, was brought to him, /eezmg their faith, he 
faid, 
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faid, Son,---thy fins be forgiven thee. But Jome of the Scribes 
faid within themfelves, This man blafphemeth. But he faid, 
Whether 1s tt eafter to fay, Thy fins be forgiven thee, or to 


fay, Arife and walk? He declares, that it is the fame to 
him to work a miracle, and to forgive fin; both thefe be- 


ing equally exertions of divine power. Then he adds; 
But that ye may know that the Son of Man hath power on 


earth to forgive fin, (he fuid to the fick of the pally) Arife, 
take up thy bed, and go into thine own houfe, Matt. ix. 1.---6. 


But we propofe to explain this paflage more fully afterwards, 
as containing a diftinct and peculiar proof of our Saviour’s 
Deity, and of his aflerting his claim to it. 

But our Lord did not merely claim particular prerogatives 
of Deity, and prove his title to thefe by his works. He ex- 
prefsly afferted his unity of eflence with the Father, and ap- 
pealed to his works as incontiovertibly proving the truth of 
his doctrine in this refpet. Though ye believe not me, believe 
the works: that ye may know that the Father ts in me, and 
Lin him, John x. 38, 39. 

This language undoubtedly fignifies, that the Father could 
as little work, nay exut, without the Son, as the Son with- 
out the Father. It fhews in the cleareft manner, in what 
fenfe he had previoufly faid, I and my Father are one, ver. 
30. The Father exifts and operates in him: he exifts and 
operates in the Father: and thus they are one in effence and 
operation. 

Now, either the wonderful works of Jefus were not real 
miracles; or they were deciflive proofs of his being God equal 
with the Father. Socinians will not affert the former. For 
this would reduce them to the neceffity of entirely denying 
that Jefus is the Meffhiah. They cannot, therefore, evade 
the force of the latter. 

But this proof of the. Deity of Chrutt, 1s not the only one 
which arifes from his wonderful works. Thefe very works 
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afford us evidence of a more direct nature. The manner 
ein which he wrought his miracles, the concomitant circum- 
{ftances, and the language of the facred writers who record 
them, clearly fhew, that he acted as a divine Perfon, that, 


in various inftances, he wifhed this to appear, and that 
the infpired hiftorians viewed matters in no other light. 
Jefus wrought miracles in 47s own Name. Had he fuf- 
tained no higher character than that of a fervant, he ought 
to have ufed the Name of God, if not as neceflary for 
working the miracle, yet for fhewing others, by what 
power, and for what end, it was wrought. [In this refpect, ` 
he ought alfo to have fet an example of felf-denial before 
his followers. But we have not a fingle inftance of his ex- 
erciling this power, in the Name of God. Therefore, if 
it was not effentially his own, he acted a moft ungrateful 
and undutiful part ; a part,—that, inftead of entitling him 
to honours inconceivably exceeding thofe conferred on any 
other fervant, fhewed, in the cleareft light, that he deferved 
the moft fevere punifhment which injured Omnipotence could 


inflict. His difciples acted very differently. We have not 


a fingle inftance of their exercifing the power entrufted to 
them, without an exprefs declaration of dependence. Not 
one of them performed a miracle in his own name. And 
it is very remarkable, that they never mention the Name 
of God, but that of Jefus. They afcribe all their power 


tohim. The feventy difciples returned, faying, Lord, ever 
the devils are fubjett to us, through, or in thy Name, Luke 
x. 147. Jefus reitricted his difciples to this manner of ope- 


ration: In my Name they feall caft out devils, they fhall 
/peak with new tongues, &c. Nay, he fufpended all their 


delegated power of working miracles upon faith in his 
Name. He declared all their future miracles to be gas 


that fhould follow them that believed, Mark xvi. 14. Accor- 
dingly, the apoftles teftify the greateft anxiety left any fhould 


think 
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think that thefe works were done by their own power, 
a{cribe all their power to their Mafter, and declare that their 
exercife of it was the immediate fruit of faith in him. 


Thus, when the multitude marvelled at the cure of the 
lame man, Peter addreffed them in thefe words, immedi- 


ately referring to the Prince of Life ;----And his Name, 
through faith in bis Name, hath made this man ftrong :---- 


yea, the faith which is by him, hath given him this perfect 
foundnefs, Acts 11.16. Here, they acknowledge him, not 
only as the Supreme Agent in the miracle, but as both the 
object, and the author of their faith, which was the mean 
by which they performed it. 

Jefus wrought miracles by his own power, as a divine 
agent. He was, therefore, chargeable with no arrogant af- 
fumption, in working them in his own Name. All the 


power that was neceflary for the performance of the moft 
wonderful works, refided in him as its proper fubject. 
Thence, with refpect te the cure effected on the woman 
who came in the prefs behind, and touched his garments, we 
are informed that virtue had gone out of him, Mark v. 27. 
—30. He was, indeed, a man approved of God, by mara- 
cles, and wonders, and figns, which God did by him, Ads ii. 
22. Thefe were evidences, that he was anointed with the 
Holy Ghoft, and with power, and that God was with him, 
chap. x. 38. But while God was with him, as his fervant 
whom he upheld, this was not all. The Father was alfo iz 


him, as his own eternal Soz. Therefore as we have feen, he 
appeals to his works, as evidences of his equality with the 


Father. Jf I do not the works of my Father, he fays, be- 
lieve me not. But if I do, though ye believe not me, believe 


the works : that ye may know that the Father 1s in me, and 
I in him, John x. 37,38. He declares himfelf to be as pro- 
perly an agent in thefe works, as the Father. Jf I do not 


the works of my Father, &c. 
P 2 But 
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But as the difciples attributed all their works to Jefus, it 


was by no means an empty compliment. For, in working 
miracles, they conftantly acted by a communication of 


power from him. He claims the prerogative of conferring 
this: I grive unto you power to tread upon Serpents, and over 
all the power of the enemy, Luke x. 19.. The infpired wri- 
ter of the Hiftory of the Apoftles informs us, that Paul and 
Barnabas /pake boldly in the Lord, who gave teftimony unto 
the word of bis grace, and granted figns and wonders to be 
done by their hands, Atts xiv. 3. They appear merely as 
his inftruments. But he who has no phyfical power of his 
own, who in all his exertions 1s no more than the in- 
{trument of another, cannot communicate his power to a 
third perfon. Far lefs can he do fo, according to his own 
pleafure. But as there was great variety in the extraordi- 
nary gifts conferred by the Head of the church, his difci- 
ples afcribed fovereignty to him in the diftribution of them : 
Unto every one of us is grace given, according to the meafure 


of the gift of Chrift. Wherefore he faith, When be afcended, 
---he gave gifts unto men, Eph. iv. 4.8. 

He wrought miracles by a word of command. On this 
account, even unbelievers were aftonifhed. When our Lord 
had caft out an unclean {pirit, his hearers were al? amazed, 
and f[pake among themfelves, faying, What a word zs this ? 
for with authority and power he commandeth the unclean 
Spirits, and they come out, Luke iv. 36. The Evangelifts 
take particular notice of this circumftance: He cafi out the 
/pirits, faith Matthew, with his word, chap. vi. 16. Thus, 
he clearly fhewed, that he was thot very Word who created 
the worlds. For his almighty fat was all that was necef- 
fary. He /pake and it was done. As, in the’ beginning, he 
had faid, Let there be light, and there was light, in the days 
of his flefh he faid, Be thou clean, and immedi :tely the lepro- 

fy was cleanfed, Natt. vin. 3. We have but one inftance 


of 
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of any of the followers of Chrift worlfing a miracle in an 
authoritative manner. Paul faid to the {pirit of divination 
that pofleffed a certain damfel, I command thee to come out 
of ber, Acts xvi. 18. Is it faid, that Jefus gave to the 
twelve, power and authority over all devils, and to cure dif- 
eafes (Luke ix. 1.)? The very manner of expreffion con- 
tains a fufficient reply. For e gave them this power; 
and it was only to be exercifed in his name, Mark-xvi. 17. 
Now, as he, who has no phyfical power of his own, who is 
merely the inftrument of another, cannot communicate this 
power to a third perfon, and far lefs in a fovereign manner; 
leat of all, can he confer a right to exercife it in his own 
name. Although the former were not impofhble, the lat- 
ter would be an act of rebellion againft the original and 
proper fuperior. Even in that folitary inftance already 
mentioned, Paul is careful to fhew that he did not fpeak 
from his own authority. For he fays, I command thee, an 
the Name of fefus Chrift, to come out of her. Jefus gave his 
command abfolutely, without the leaft limitation or refer- 
ence to any higher agent; Paul, only lke a fervant repea- 
ting the orders of his Mafter. So powerful was Chrift’s 
word of command, that he could not only himfelf fulpend 
the laws of nature; but, by directing this word to another, 
fubject them to him alfo. Peter was convinced of this. 
He faid, Lord, :ıf it be thou, bid me, or rather, command me 
to come unto thee on the water. And he faid, Come. And 
Peter walked on the water, to go to Jefus. But to fhew, 
that ıt was only faith in the power of Chrift, conveyed by 
his command, that enabled the difciple to do this, he began 
to fink as foon as his faith began to fail, Matt. xiv. 28.—30. 

Jefus difcovered his fupreme authority by the language 
of rebuke. When there was a great ftorm, he rebuked the 


wind, and faid unto the fea, Peace, be fiul: and the wind 
ceafed, and there was a great calm, Mark 1v. 39. This word 
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is never once ufed with refpeĉt to any of the difciples, when 
we read of the miracles wrought by them. It carries fuch 
an air of majefty with it,as undoubtedly to convey the idea of 
divine authority. The action, exprefled by it, feems to have 
made this impreffion on thofe who were witnefles, They 
appear to have been lefs afraid at the’ danger itfelf, than at 
the manner in which it was removed. They feared exceed- 
ingly, and faid one to another, What manner of Perfon 1s 
this, that even the wind and the fea obey him? ver. 41. We 
cannot conceive, that the infpired writers viewed it in any 
other light. For the three former Evangelifts all mention 
the circumftance of his rebuking thefe flormy elements ; 
and they all ufe the tame word *. Indeed, this language 1s, 
in {cripture, appropriated to God, particularly with refpect 
to the fea. The waters ftood above the mountains. At thy 
rebuke they fled.----He rebuked the Red Sea alfo; and it was 
dried up, Plal. civ. 6, 7. cvi. 9. The Seventy, in their ver- 
fion, ufe the fame word with the Evangelift. Thus, Jefus 
{hewed, that it was he who had formerly manifefted his do- 
minion over the watery element, and that this afcription 
belonged to him,- Thou rulejt the raging of the jea : when 
the waters thereof arife, thou ftilleft them, Pial. lxxxix. 9. 
For when he rebuked the fea, there was a great calm. 

He alfo rebuked the devils, when he caft them out, Matt. 
xvii. 18. Mark i. 25. The difciples attempted nothing of 
this kind. Jefus gave them power to heal. That of re- 
buking difeafes he referved to himfelf. When the mother 
of Peter’s wife was taken with a great fever, he rebuked the 
fever, and it left her, Luke 1v. 38, 39. 

Our Lord, in his miracles, difplayed creatzve power, and 
this extending to the whole of nature. At the power of the 
difciples was limited, we find nothing like a creating att 


performed by any of them. But he multiplied the loaves. 
He 
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He turned water into wine. When his difciples came to 
land, they Jaw a fire of coals there, and fifh laid thereon, and 
bread, John xxi.9. It was a miracle of this kind that Sa- 
tan demanded, as a proof of our Saviour’s Deity: If thou 
be the Son of God, command that thefe ftones be made bread, 
Matt.1v. 3. He defires that he would change one body 
into another, as this was a creating att; and that he would 
do fo by a word of command, as it was 1n this manner that 
God created. Jefus not only gave forth his command, but 
he directed it to dead matter. He fpoke to the clofed ear 
and to the fettered tongue of the deaf man; and they obey- 
ed his voice. He Jard, Ephphatha, that is, Be opened. And 
ftraightway his ears were opened, and the firings of his 
tongue were loofed, Mark vu. 34, 35.. The legion of devils ac- 
knowledged his abfolute power, when they faid, Suffer us 
to go into the herd of fwine. Jefus himfelf declared ıt, 
when he anfwered, Go, Matt. vin. 31, 32. It cannot reafona- 
bly be alleged, that he had this univerfal authority, becaufe 
all power was given him in heaven, and in earth. For Soc1- 
nians deny that he was advanced to this honour, before he 
had finifhed his obedience. But he difplayed that fovereign 
authority of which we fpeak, in the very depths of his humi- 
lation. Even when he delivered himfelf up to his enemies, 


by a fingle word he made the multitude fal? to the ground, 
John xvii. 6. 

Jefus could communicate his healing power, when the 
objet was at a diftance, as well as when at hand. in this 
way he cured the centurion’s fervant. We are told, in- 
deed, concerning Paul, that from his body were brought unto 
the fick handkerchiefs or aprons, and the difeafes departed 
from them, Acts xix. 12. But here there was the interven- 
tion of a fenfible mean, evidently exprefling the inferiority 
of the fervant to the Mafter. How much more like a dı- 


vine agent, to effect a cure on a diftant object by a word, 
P4 than 
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than by a handkerchief! The centurion knew that nothing 
more was neceflary. Speak the word only, he fays, and my 
fervant fall be healed, Matt. vii. 8.---13. When thefe mi- 
racles of the apoftle of the Gentiles are recorded,-the Spi- 
rit informs us, that God wrought them by the hands of Paul, 
Adts xix. 11. He was merely the inftrument. But this 1s 
never faid of Jefus. On the contrary, he extols the faith 
of the centurion, becaufe it was fo great. Now, what was 
the object of this faith? The fovereign authority of Chrift. 


With this the centurion does not compare, but contraft, his 
own limited power: I am a man under authority. He ar- 
gues from the lefs to the greater. 


He declared his mighty works to be the effects of his 
own will, The Son quickneth whom he will, John v. 21. 


The leper, who came to him, in a twofold refpec& expreffed 
his faith in the divine power of Jefus. He worfhipped 
him; and he teftified his perfuafion that the exercife of di- | 
vine power depended on his will. Lord, if thou wilt, thou 
canft make me clean. Jefus approved, both of his worfhip, 
and of his confeilion. For he faid, Z well, be thou clean, 
Matt. vi. 2, 3. In a work aicribed to Juftin Martyr, 
thefe words are thus viewed : “ That the power of the Son 


“and Holy Ghoft is not inferior to that of the Father, we 
“learn from the facred writings. But in what manner, 


“hear the word ittelf. What/oever the Lord pleafed, that 
“did he in heaven, and in earth *, Thus fpake David con- 


“ cerning the Father. But the Son fhewing this very power 


“on the leper, fays, L wX, be thou clean, &c. ¢” 

The wonderful works, performed by Jefus, are expreisly 
called zs own. Thus itis faid, Many believed in his Name, 
when they Jaw nis miracles which be did, John u. 23. It 
has been cbferved, that the word éeweey 1s applied, both by 
jacred, and by profane writers, to feeing and diligently con- - 
| fidering 
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fidering any thing as a divine work. But whatever was 
the idea of .thefe perfons, the in{pired apoftle particularly 
informs the church that the miracles were Chrift’s. There 
is no tautology here. Our Lord did not merely perform 
thefe miracles, but he performed them as 47s. He did not 
act as an inftrument. They were his own works. It 1s ın- 
deed furprifing, that the force of this ftriking expreflion has 
been overlooked by our tranflators *. We have the fame 
properly rendered, chap. v1.2. 4 creat multitude followed him, 
becaufe they Jaw His miracles which he did. But nò fuch 
language is uled concerning the miracles wrought by the 
apoitles. The Evangelift Mark, even when recording the 
honourable commitfion given them, guards his readers againft 
fuppofing that thefe works were theirs. Though performed 
by them, he afcribes them all to Chrift. They went forth, and 
preached every where, the Lord working with them, and con- 
firming the word with fiens following, chap. xvi. 20. The 
fame Lord is meant, who, in the preceding verie, 1s faid to 


e 
have been received up into heaven. 


The end that Jefus had in view, in working miracles, 
is a proof of his Deity. He, indeed, defigned to prove the 
truth of his miffion; but in connexion with this, his divine 
nature. He fought not his own glory, becaufe he was in a 
{tate of humiliation. But he occafionally difplayed fo much 
of it, as to {hew that his humiliation was voluntary. When 
he turned the water into wine, be manifefted forth his glory, 
and his difciples believed on him, John 1.11. When infor- 


mation was fent him of the ficknefs of Lazarus, he faid, 


This fickne/s is not unto death, but for the glory of God, that 
the Son of God might be glorified thereby, chap.-x1. 4. Here 
he mentions his own glory as the ultimate end in the mira- 
cle he had in view. One circumftance, concerning this mi- 
racle, deferves our particular attention. Martha, although 


{he 
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She believed in him, feems to have thought that he had his mi- 
raculous power merely by delegation, and that he could not 
exert it without prayer to God for his affiftance. I know, fhe 
fays, that even now whatfoever thou wilt afk of God, God will 
give it thee. But Jefus, much as he fought the glory of 
him that fent him, could not feek it at the expence of what 
effentially belonged to himfelf. He would work no miracle, 
till the faith of Martha rofe ın its exercife. Therefore, he 
proceeds to fhew her that he was himfelf the fountain of 
life. All miracles being fiyns, the work that he was about 
to perform on Lazarus being efpecially a fign of his divine 
power in raifing the fpiritually dead; he firft inftructs her 
in his character as the Re/urreftion and the Life, as the object 
of faith in this refpect. When Martha feemed to object to 
the removal of the graveftone, Jefus reproved her ın thefe 
words, Sard I not unto thee, that if thou wouldefi believe, 


thou fhouldzft fee the glory of God? ver. 40. Whether he 
had exprefsly uttered this language before, or only refers to 


the tenor of his di{courfe, we cannot fay. But he had for- 
merly declared himfelf to be the object of faith as the Life. 
Therefore, the glory to be feen, by means of this faith, 
muft have been his glory. Indeed this is nothing more than 
what he had declared to his difciples. 


Jn a word, the miracles of Jefus are recorded for our ule, 
as evidences of his being a divine Perfon. John xx. 30, 


31. Many other figns truly did Fefus in the prefence of hts 
difciples, which are not written in this book. But thefe are 
written, that ye might believe that Fefus ts the Son of God ; 
and that believing, ye might have life through his Name. 
That this character, the Son of God, refpects the divine na- 
ture of Chrift, I mean afterwards particularly to fhew. I 
{hall only obferve at prefent, that the Evangelift here de- 
clares, that thefe figns were written for the exprefs purpofe 


of exhibiting Jefus in fuch a character, that he might fafely 
he 
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be acknowledged as the proper object of faith, and, as fuch, 
communicate life to all who believe in him. 

Before leaving this point, it may be proper to confider 
an objection, on which our author feems to lay great ftrefs. 
It has, indeed, been all along a principal {trong hold of the 
party. The Dottor refers to it different times in what he 
calls Arguments againft the Divinity of Chrift. “ He al- 
“ways {pake of himfelf,” he fays, “as receiving his doc- 
“ trine, and his power from him (God), and again and 
again difclaamed having any power of his own. John v. 


“19. Then anfwered ‘fefus and faid unto them, Verily, ve- 
“rily, I fay unto you, the Son can do nothing of himfelf. 
« Chap. xiv. 10. The words which I [peak unto you, I fpeak 
“ not of myfelf, but the Father that dwelleth in me, he doth 


« the works *.—There is alfo another confideration which I 
« would recommend to thofe who’ maintain that Chrift is 


‘ either God, or the Maker of the world under God. It is 
‘this: The manner in which our Lord {peaks of himfelf, 
“and of the power by which he worked miracles, 1s incon- 
“ fiftent, according to the common conftruction of language, 
“ with the idea of his being poffetled of any proper power 
“of his own, more than other men have +.” 

It is a ftriking evidence of the perverfenefs of men, that 
the very language which clearly proves the equality of the 
Son with the Father, fhould be urged as a proof of his ef- 
{ential inferiority. In reading the New Teftament, it in- 
deed deferves our particular and conflant attention, that the 
great end which Chrift had immediately in vicw, in his 
perfonal miniftry, was to demonttrate his divine mifhon. 
This was efpecially neceflary, becaufe he could not other- 
wife fhew that he was the promifed Metffiah, that he had 
authority to alter the {tate of the church, and that his doc- 


trine was fubitantially the fame with what had been taught 


anu. 
* Earl Opin. vol. i. p. 10. + Ibid. p. 13. 
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and believed from the beginning. Although as the eternal 
Son of God, he was effentially entitled to all thofe acts of wor- 
{hip that belong to the Father, yet he was the immediate ob- 
ject of faith, in order to falvation, only as a Son given*. For, 
merely as a Son, he had no connexion with our falvation. 
Faith could have no ground to reft on, but his character as the 


Son engaged to be our Surety. This wasits only way. There- 
fore, his title to the character of Mefhah proved that he was 
a Son ‘equal with the Father. I may fay, indeed, that the 
proof was reciprocal. The moment that his mediatory cha- 
racter was eftablifhed, it undeniably followed, that he was 
the proper Son of God. For no other was promifed; and 
his work was fuch, that none but God could nerform it. 


On the other hand, in proving his charaćłer as Meffiah, he 


appealed to his dottrine and works. Now, he /pake the 
words of God, John in. 34. and did fuch works as fhewed that 
the Father was in him, and he in the Father, that he was of 
the fame eflence with him. Thence it naturally followed, 
that he was the true Mefhah. Thus, his mediatory charac- 
ter proved his Deity, and the evidences of his Deity efta- 
blifhed his claim to the character of Mediator. 

This being the cafe, it 1s not furprifing that we fhould 
find him ufing many expreflions which include both; and 
that, in one fentence, he fhould fpeak. of himfelf both as an 
inferior and as an equal. The firit pailage referred to by 
the learned gentleman, feems to be one of thefe. The ge- 
nerality of orthodox writers have, indeed, confined it entire- 
ly tothe Deity. In this fenfe Jefus might fay, with the 
ereateft propriety, te Son can do nothing of himfelf, becaufe 
he can do nothing /eparately from the F ather, the effence 
being the fame. But, as our Lord undeniably fpeaks of him- 
felf as Mediator in feveral of the following aflertions, ıt 
appears that even in this he makes choice of fuch language 
as will apply to him, either in his effential, or in his official 


character. 
* Val ix, 6, 
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character. This was very natural, indeed. For almoft all the 
external works of God which have been done by the Son, 
have been done by him as Mediator, or in relation to his 
mediatory work. Not merely had the previous difplays of 
his judicial or of his quickening power this refpect, but all 
his work of providence fince the fall, and the whole of his 
conduct towards his ancient church. Therefore, Jefus could 
not properly defcribe his operation, even as a divine Perfon, 
in its full extent, had he excluded that delegated character 
in which he had made all thofe difplays of Deity to the 
church, with which fhe had formerly been favoured. Be- 
caule he fays, The Son can do nothing of himfelf, mult we 
conclude that he meant te deny effential equality with the 
Father? The words immediately added, but what he /eeth the 
Father do, thew the very contrary. Thefe our author has 
prudently left out, when quoting this verie, and framing 
his argument from it. They undoubtedly reftrict the mean- 
ing of the preceding yileclaration, and particularly {hew in 
what fenfe we are to underftand the expreffion of bim/elf. 
The Jews had charged him with Sabbath-breaking, and alfo 


with making himielf equal with God. He replies to the 
charge complexly viewed. He informs them, that he caz 
do nothing, even in the difcharge of the mediatory work 
entrufted to him, inconfiftent with the will of his Father; 
and that, therefore, in /oo/fvg the Sabbath, he was not to be 
viewed as a tranfgreflor, becaufe he did nothing but what 
he feeth the Father do in continuing to work, in the prefer- 
vation and deliverance of his creatures, on the Sabbath, as 
well as on other days. “Asa proof that he cannot oppofe 
the Father in his operation, he fubjoins; for what things 
SOEVER he doth THESE alfo doth the Son LIKEWISE, that is, 
the fame works in all their extent, in the fame manner. 
He means to affert, that his eflential equality with the Fa- 
ther, proved by abfolute famenefs of operation, precluded 


the 
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the poffibility of his doing any thing, even in the difcharge 
of his office, that could make him a tranfgreffor. Here we 
have a clear proof, that his mediatory inferiority 1s not in 
the leaft inconfiftent with effential equality. This negative 
alfertion, therefore, inftead of fhewing that his power is li- 
mited and derived, proves that is is really divine. 

Dr P. entirely miftakes the meaning of the paflage. Our 
Lord does not {peak of the orzgzm, but of the exercife of 
this power. He does not deny that he had any properly 
bis own; but that he could employ it in oppofition to the 
Father. For while he refufes that he can do any thing in- 
confiftent with the will and example of the Father, or with 
the commandment given him as Mediator; he at the fame 
time afierts that he can do (ri) what/foever he feeth the Fa- 


ther doing. And to whom can this language belong, but to 
a perfon effentially divine? When he afterwards afferts, 
that he hath life ız him/elf, ver. 26. it takes off all the force of 
the argument drawn from his faying, that he can do nothing 
of himfelf. For if the former expreflion mean any thing, 
it muft mean that he is poflefled of proper power of his 
own, that he has what the Doctor obftinately refufes, extra- 
ordinary power inherent in himfelf *. That the Son can do 
nothing of himfelf, but in the manner exprefied, inftead of 
difproving, as clearly demonftrates, his effential perfection, 
as when it is faid of God, that he cannot deny himfelf, 2 Tim. 
11.13. The unity of the divine eflence prevents the for- 
mer, as well as the latter. The only difference 1s, that the 
laft expreflion immediately refpects the perfections, and the 
other the perfons in the nature of God. 

When our Lord ufes the word /eeth, he feems to choofe 
aterm that refers to, both his mediatory, and his divine 
character. A fervant, as Jefus was in his mediatory work, 


hath his eye to the hand of his Mafter. But the nature of 


the 
¥ Famil. Illuftr. p. 22.. 
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the vifion is fuch, as clearly to fhew that no fervant, but 
one effentially equal, could be capable of it. For it ex- 
tends to all the operations of the Father, without exception. 
It hath often been juftly obferved, that fuch expreffions, 
when ufed with refpect to the Deity, do not fignify the 


means of knowledge, but the Agns and evidences of it *. 
When it is faid, that the Son doth what/foever he feeth the 


= Father doing, it by no means implies, as Grotius aflerts t, 
that the Son imitates the Father, as a {fcholar doth his ma- 
fter; or that the Father works firft in order of time, and 
that the Son works after him: but that being infinitely ac- 
quainted with the will of the Father, and being of the fame 
nature, he performs the felf-{ame works. See:ng, here, is 
the fame with divine omnifcience {. Hearing is in this very 


fenfe afcribed to the Holy Spirit ; Whatfoever he shall hear, 
that Jhal he fpeak, John xvi. 13. Whether he be viewed 


as a Perfon, or, according to Socinians, merely as a perfec- 
tion, 4earmmg muft be underftood as the evidence of infinite 
knowledge. Inthe fame fenfe our Lord declares concerning 
himfelf, John in. 11. We fpeak that we do know, and teftify 
that we have feen: where /feeing is exegetical of Anowzng ; 
only, as fome apprehend, expreflive of the peculiar manner 
of knowing, by intuition. For he bath feen the Father. 
He recommends himfelf as the faithful and true witnefs, 
by referring to ocular demonftration and perfonal acquaint- 
ance, which, as connected with integrity, are accounted the 
beft qualifications of a witnefs among men. He does not 
teftify from report, but trom what he hath /eex. Nor, like 
a falfe witnefs, does he declare what he is ignorant of, but 
what he &zows infinitely well. This language 1s evidently 
ufed after the manner of men. But ıt muft be underftood 
without the idea of that imperfeétion neceflarily attached 


to 
* Vid. Owen on the Spirit, p. 162. + In loc. 


t Vid. Glaffii Phil. Sac. L. § t. r.c.. p. 1574. 


240 ` The Miracles of Fefus Book II. 


to human knowledge. It is faid with refpet to God abfo- 
lutely condidered ; The Lord looked down from heaven upon 
the children of men, to fee if there were any that did under- 


ftand, and feek God, Ffal. xiv. 2. But fhall we thence infer, 
that God can know nothing, without the ufe of thofe means 


employed by man? ` 

Dr F. alfo quotes John xiv. 10. as a proof that Jefus has 
neither dottrine nor power of his own. He indeed fays, 
The words which I [peck unto you, I fpeak not of myfelf; 
but the Father that dwelleth in me, he doth the works. But 
if the connexion and defign of this language be fairly con- 
fidered, it will appear that Socinians have na great reafon 
to boaft of their argument from it. Our Lord does not ex- 
prefs himfelf in this manner, becaufe the difciples were gi- 
ving him too much honour, but becaufe they gave him too 
little. Jefus having faid, Lf ye had known me, ye fpould 
have known my Father alfo: and from henceforth ye know 
him, and have feen him; Philip takes occafion to fay, Lord, 
foew us the Father, and it fufficeth us. He moft probably 
wifhed to fee the Perfon, or fome vilible likenefs of the 
Father. But Jefus reproves him for his ignorance: Have I 
been fo long time with you, and haft thou not known me, Phi- 


lip è? He that bath feen Me, hath feen the Father: And how 
fayeft thou then, Shew us the Father? Our Lord fays, He 
that hath Jeen Me, hath feen the Father, becaufe hes the ex- 


prefs zmage of his Perfon. I am bold to aver, that had thefe 
words been uttered by the moft holy man that ever exited, 


they would have been blafphemy. For fuppoting that Jefus 
was perfectly hcly as man, and no more, it was impoflible 
that all the divine perfeétions could be feen in him. Thofe 
efpecially that are moft diftinguifhing, as béing incommu- 
nicable, mn{t have been totally hid. How could the pro- 
per eternity of Gcd be feen in him, who had no exiftence 
before he was born in Bethlehem ? Hisimmenfity, ina n:an 

confined 
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confined toa particu'ar {pot ? His omnifcience, in 'one whofe 
knowledge was limited? Or his incomprehenfibility, in a 
Perfon whofe nature was as fully underftood by the difci- 


ples'as their own? No fingle perfection could be fully feen, 
unlefs finite can contain and difplay that which is infinite. 


But’ t3 fhew that’ he afferted unity of effence with the 
Father, he‘ adds this queftion ; Believeft thou not, that I am 
an the Father, and the Father in me? Then he declares ; 
that in giving this teftimony concerning his own effential 
dignity, he no more atted independently of the authority 
of God, than in any other part of his doétrine; but only 
faithfully difcharged his office as Mediator. The words that 


I fpeak unto you, I fpeak not of myfelf. Asa proof that 
his teflimony was true, he appeals to his works. But the 
Father that dwelleth in me, he doth the works. By this ap- 
peal, he does not mean to declare, that they merely proved 
the truth of his doctrine in general, but that they particu- 
larly eftablifhed that which he prefently afferted, his fame- 
nefs of nature with the Father; fhewing that the Father 
conftantly dwelt in him, not’ only by his Spirit, with re- 
{pect to office, but eflentially. Thence, the works done by 
him, in fupport of his claim to Deity, were as much the 
Father’s as his; and were, therefore, to be viewed as the 
Father’s confirmation of Chrift’s doctrine on this head. 

To guard his difciples againft the poflibilty of miftaking 
his meaning, he repeats what he had already advanced, 
demanding their faith. Belzeve that I am in the Father, 
and the Father in me. He mentions himfelf in the firft 
place, becaufe the point to be proved was his own effential 
dignity, of which fome of his difciples were not fufficiently 
convihced. For they had no doubt of his being the Mef- 
fiah, and could never imagine that his works were perform, 
ed by any power but that af God. Then he illuftrates his 


equality with the Father, by fhewing the efficacy of faith 
VoL. I. Q_ in 
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in him as its proper object, in producing works fuch as his, 
and greater, as to their fprritual effects, in confequenc- of 
the effufion of the Spirit, ver. 12. He alfo proves that 
his power is the fame with the Father’s, ın hearing and an- 
{wering prayer: Whatfoever ye afk in my Name, that will 
Ido. Nay, he repeats this declaration, the more to imprefs 
them with a fenfe of his effential dignity.: Lf ye /hall afk 
any thing in my Name, I will do it, ver. 13, 14. 

Thus, we have a ftriking proof of the prefumption of 
Socinians, in their perverfion of this paflage. For ıt con- 
tains the cleareft evidence that the Son 1s of the fame eflence 
with the Father. But our author willadmit nothing as a proof 
of the Trinity, but what would deftroy the unity, or over- 
throw the work of mediation. Unlefs ıt appear that the 
Son can act feparately from the Father, or, at leaft without 
regard to his will, he infifts that he is a mere man. In his 
application of thefe paflages, he fully verifies his own ob- 
fervations. By attending only to fome “ particular expred- 
“« fions, and neglecting, or wholly cverlooking others, the 
“ ftrangeft and moft unaccountable opinions may be afcrib- 
“ed to writers. Nay, without confidering the relation that 
“ particular expreflions bear to others, and to the tenor of 
“the whole work, fentiments the very reverfe of thofe 
“ which the writers meant to inculcate may be afcribed to 
“ them *.” 

But Dr P. is not done with this objeGtion. He illu- 
{trates it in the following manner: If Chrift “ was the 
“ Maker of the world, and if, in the creation of it, he ex- 
“erted no power but what properly belonged to himfelf, and 

“what was as much 42s owz, as the power of Speaking, or 

‘t walking belongs to man (though depending ultimately 

“ upon that fupreme Power, in which we all live, and move, 


<and have our being) he could not, with any pes, 


“ and 
* Barl. Op. vol.i. p.a, 
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oc and without knowing that he muft be mifunderitood, have 


& faid that of biımfeif he could do nothing, that the words 
“ which ‘he 'fpake were not bis own, and that the Father 


SS aysthin him did the works *.” 
Did this power belong to Chrift alone, the Doctor’s in- 


ference would be juft. But power may properly belong to 


one, although not exclufively. Thus Chrift as “ the Maker 
“of the world,” and as.“ exerting no power but what pro- 
“ perly belonged to himfelf,’ might fay with propriety “ that 
“ of kimfelf he could do nothing.” His language might have 
been liable to mifinterpretation, had he faid nothing more 


X 


than what our author is pleafed to quote. But he new that 
he could zot be mzfunderftood by any who were not deter- 
mined to wreft his words; as he added ;—dut what/foever he 


feeth the Father doing. For this expreflion muft have con- 
vinced his hearers, that he claimed an operation as extenfive 


as the Father’s. The defign and connexion of the other 


patlage as clearly {hew that he could not be mifunderftood 
by his difciples. 

The refemblance ufed by the learned writer is certainly 
ill-chofen. For he could not be “ the Maker of the world,” 
whofe power did not more properly belong to himfelf, than 
the power of fpeaking or walking to man. For the crea- 
ture is dependent on God his Maker for the whole of his 
power. But this cannot be faid of the Son. For he doth 
all the works of the Father oxuows, ın the fame manner, John 
v. 1g. I fhould alfo think, that a man “ depends on that 
“« fupreme Power in which we all live, and move, and have 
“our being,” not merely ultimately, but immediately. Un- 
lefs, ıt can be proved, that we can {peak without breathing, 
every exertion of this faculty muft proceed from Him who 
giveth to all, not merely the principle of /z/e, but breath, 
and all things. If it be allowed that walking is one fpecies 


Q 2 ot 
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of motion; undoubtedly, in the exercife of this power alfo, 
we muft immediately depend on Him zz whom we move. 


C H A.P. VII. 


Of the Proof of our Saviour’s Divine Nature, from bès 
forgiving Sin. 


rESUS claimed the prerogative of conferring forbive- 
nefs. Even Socinians will not refufe that the proper 
exercife of this power belongs to God only. But Dr P. 
when illuftrating our Saviour’s language to the paralytic 
man, Matt. ix. 2. exprefles himfelf in this manner: “ Chrift 
“t being appointed the King and Fudge of men, had power 
« given him adapted to thefe offices, efpecially the know- 
“ ledge of the human heart, and the prerogative of declaring 
“the forgivenefs of fin, which always accompanies the re- 
“ gal authority ; but being .affiftéd by divine wifdom and 
4¢ difcernment, as well as by divine power in the éxercife of 
this high office, it 1s, in fact, the fame thing as the judg- 
“ ment and mercy of God difplayed by the inftrumentality 
“of Jefus Chrift *.” His ideas concerning the knowledge 
of the heart, we have already confidered. He confines our 
Naviour’s prerogative to that of merely declaring the for- 
giv-aefs of fin. Jefus indeed faid to the man fick of the 
palfy, Thy fins be forgiven thee. This is all that the Doc- 


tor quotes. But even this is more than a mere declaration 
of forgivenefs. The fcribes underiftood it as a claim of 
power actually to forgive. For they faid, This man blaf- 
phemeth. Chrift {poke the fame words to the woman who had 


‘been’a finner : and his hearers put the fame conftru¢ction on 
them, 
* Famuil, Illuftr. p. 22, 
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them. Then they that fat at meat with bim, began to fay 
among themfelves, wW ho zs this that forgiveth fins alfo ê Luke 


vii. 48, 49. We have no reafon to think, that, in either of 
thefe inftances, they mifunderftood him. For with refpect 


to the former,. he expreffed his meaning {till more clearly, 
addrefling A AT to thofe who inwardly accufed him of 


blafphemy ; That ye may know that the Son of man hath 
power on earth to ) forgive fins (be faith to the fick of the palfy) 
Arife, take up th by bed, &c. He wrought a miracle exprefs- 
ly for the purpofe of {hewing them, that he had power, not 


merely to declare the forgivenefs of fins, but actually to 
forgive them. An in{fpired apoftle afcribes the fame power 


to Jefus; nay, {peaks of this as the common faith: 4s 
Chrift forgave you, fo alfo do ye: Col. lil, 13. 

Some Socinians have been more liberal to Jefus, than our 
author feems difpofed to be, ‘They have acknowledged, 
that he really had power given him to forgive fin, in confe- 
quence of his exaltation. But our Lord Jefus, who is the 
only wife God, forefeeing the impiety of his adverfaries, 
hath provided an antidote. For he claimed this power, and 
wrought a miracle to prove that. he really pofleffed i it, In 
his {tate of humiliation. That ye may know, he fays, that 
the Son of man hath power ON EARTH to forgive fins, &e. 
Therefore, if any deny this important truth, they do not 
err for want of means. They may know it, if they do not 
wilfully refit the cleareft evidence. 

But I am rather at a lofs to know what the Doétor means 
by laying, that ** the prerogative of declaring the re 
“ nefs of fin always accompanies the regal authority.” It 
cannot be fuppofed that he refers to the royal prerogative 
of extending mercy to condemned malefactors, of forgiving 
Jin againit the ftate. For this is more than he grants to the 
Saviour. Befides, i it has not been wziver/ally accounted a necel- 
fary accompaniment of regal authority. Does he mean the 
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right of merely declaring this forgivenefs? But how can 
this be a natural concomitant of royalty, without the right 
of attually forgiving? We have not heard of any prince 
pluming himfelf on the pofleffion of “ this high office,” as 
our author calls it. Did he talk to a temporal monarch, of 
his “ prerogative of declaring the forgivenefs of fin ;’” he 


would certainly apprehend that the good man’ miftook him 
for Hrs Holime/s. The only thing that could make him he- 


fitate, would be the meannefs of the afcription, which even 
the Servant of the fervants of Fefus would reckon an infult 
to his dignity. 

But according to the nature of the expreffion, without 
infifting on its aukward fingularity, evidently meant to 
ferve the prefent purpofe, the prerogative of the Kung of 
Rings muft be unfpeakably inferior to that of many earthly 
potentates, who have the right of actually forgiving crimes - 
againit the ftate. But our author exhibits the King of Zion 
as a mere herald. He referves no other honour for him 
than that of proclamation. However, this declaratory func- 
tion may be greater than we apprehend. For Jefus is “ af- 
“fifted” not only “ by divine wifdom and difcernment,’’ 
but “ by divine power,” in the exercife of “ this high of- 
“ fice.’ Whatever ufe the Doétor may fuppofe for the 
former, I cannot conceive what he has to do with the latter. 
One would not think, that the mere intimation of a fentence 
required much power. But here we have a parcel of great 
Jwelling words heaped together, to hide the mere nothing 
that is left in point of fact; like the many pompous titles 
of a prince without power, and without dominions. 

The Dottor’s magic lanthorn, entirely different 1n its con- 


{truction from thofe generally uled, having the power of re- 
ducing its object almoft to nothing ; he gives a very necef- 


fary caution to the wondering {fpectators. <“ We ought not 
“to be /urprifed,” he fays, “ at fuch expreflions as this, 
2 | 6 Thy 
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j Thy Jins be forgiven thee.” He has certainly fomething 


in view that may remove our aftonifhment. Here it is. 
“ The multitude who faw Chrift exerting a miraculous 
“ power upon this occafion, and heard him exprefs himfelf in 
“ this manner, had no idea of his claiming any extraordinary 
“ power, as vaturally inherent in himfelf;, for it 1s faid, ver. 8. 
“that when the multitude Jaw it, they marvelled and glorified 


“ God, who had given fuch power unto men. ” The whole 
force of our author’s argument is; * Good Chriftian people, 
“ there is not the leaft reafon for your wondering that Jefus, 
“a mere man, God’s fervant, fulfilling that obedience necel- 
“ fary for his own falvation, fhould not only know the 


“ thoughts of men, but declare that he had power to forgive 
« fins ;—as the unabelieving Jews themfelves did not thence 
“ conclude that he was a divine Perfon.” But the very 
Jews were furprifed. They marvelled. Yes; “ but they 
« had no idea of his claiming any extraordinary power as 
“ inherent in himfelf.’ If our author has compared this ac- 
count with that given by the other Evangelifts, which 1s 
not quite improbable, he muft know that the multitude had 
no proper ground for entertaining {uch an idea. For it 
does not appear, that they heard our Lord’s difcourfe.. Very 
few, indeed, could hear it. For at this time he was in a 
houfe, and the croud was fo great that thole who brought 
the paralytic man had to uncover the roof and let him 
down from it, Mark ii. 1.-—q. But it would have injured 
the Doctor’s argument, to have referred to this circum- 
{tance. At what, then, did the multitude marvel è Cer- 
tainly, at what they /faw. ‘This is the very language of 


that Gofpel quoted by our author. They faw a man car- 


ried in on a bed, himfelf walk out, carrying his bed: and 
when they Jaw, they marvelled, and glorified God, who had 


given fuch powcr unto men. The miracle, of itfelf, proved 
nothing more than a communication of divine power. They 


Q 4 were 
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Were not-acquainted with the ground on which our Lord 


declared it to be wrought. 
But although the multitude “ had no idea of ,his claiming 


‘any extraordinary. ‘power, as zherent in bimfelf,” becaufe 
they had not an.opportunity of ‚hearing the claim; it is 
evident that .thofe had who,did hear.it. The, Doctor. him- 
felf fays; “ The Scribes and [harifees, indeed, faid. within 
« themfelves, ‘Thzs man ,blafphemeth, ver. 3.” Now, it 1S 
probable, that they were almoft the only perfons who hac 
an opportunity of making this,reflecticn. As they always 
loved the chief feats, we cannot -{uppofe, that they would: he 
{tanding l without, while the vulgar were feated within. 
Accordingly, m learn that while there was not room for 
the multitude, ‘ not fo much as about the door, certain of 
cc the Scribes were fitting there,” that is, in the hotife, Mark 
il. 2. 6. Nay, there were Pharifees and doors of the law 
fi tting by, which were come out of every town of Galilee, 
and Fudea and Ferufalem, Luke v.14. Such a band moft 
probably filled the houfe. Thus, it would appear that the 
¿dea was entertained by all who had an opportunity of hear- 
ing our Lord’s difcourfe. They. faid, This man blafphemeth. 
And had fome modern Doéfors.been fitting with them, they 
muft, according to their principles, ‘have joined in the 
charge. 
But we are told, that “ the Jews called it bla/phesiy, ta 
“ pretend to be the Chrut *.””. The proof brought to fup- 
port this aflertion,.we-may confider afterwards. But cau 
Dr P. really believe, that thefe Scribes, Pharifees, and Doc- 
tors of the law, charged our Lord with blafphemy, on this 


occafion, becaufe he feemed to claim the character of Mef- 
fiah? For the honour of his reafon, whatever elfe fhould 


fuffer in the caufe, we muf fcorn the idea. Could the car- 
nal Jews apprehend, that Jefus pretended to be the Chrift, 


br 
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by « declaring the forgivenefs of fin?” Did “ this high of- 
« fice” correfpond with their notions of the Mefliah? Did 
they not expect one, whofe work had no refpect whatfoever 


to fin, a temporal prince to fubdue their outward enemies °? 
Or, will our author avail himfelf of his doétrine as to 


“ regal authority ?? ‘Will he choofe to fay, that they char- 
ged him with blafphemy, becaufe he claimed that declaratory 
power, « which always accompanies” it? But did not Dr 
P. know, when writing this, that two other Evangelifts ex- 
prefsly give, as the .reafon of this accufation, that Jefus 


claimed what was ftill acknowledged by Jews as the pecu- 
liar prerogative .of Deity, the power of forgiving fins? 
IVhy doth this man thus Jpeak blafphemies ? Who can for- 
give fins but God only è Mark 11. 7. Who ts this that /peak- 
eth ,blafphemtes è Who can forgive fins but God alone £ Luke 
v.21; Is there one word concerning .Chrift or Mefliah 
here? while, according to the Doctor’s ftrange aflertion, 
their queftion ought to have been, “ Who can forgive fins 
« Dut the Meffiah only?’ Is there any unprejudiced man, 
who can doubt that the laft words of thefe cavillers contain 
the reafon of the preceding accufation ? or, that it was re- 
corded-by the Evangelifts with this view? Thefe very Phari- 
fees and Doctors would have blufhed at fuch difingenuity. 
Is this the man who is confident that he is a guide of the 
blind, a light of them who are in darkne/s, an inftru€ter of 
the foolt/b, a teacher of babes? For all the noife made by 


Socinians about reafon, one would think that they confider- 
ed it as appropriated to a particular herefiarch; and that 
the only reafon, required of his difciples, were implicitly 
to receive his teftimony, even when, as in this inftance, di- 
rectly contrary to that of the Spirit of infpiration. This 
is the reafon of an Unitarian, to believe that when the Jews 
exprefsly. charge our Saviour with blafphemy, for claiming 
what themfelves fay, belongs to God alone, they only mean 

to 
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to accufe him of pretending to be a mere man : as this, we 


are told, ıs the higheft notion they entertained of the pro- 
mifed Meffiah. 


C H A P. VIII. 


That Fefus declared his Deity by calling himfelf the 1 AM. 


T HAT God revealed himfelf: by this name to his an- 


cient people, our opponents cannot deny. When he 
appeared to Mofes in the buth, and gave him a commiflion 
to the Ifraelites, Mofes inquired how he fhould anfwer that 
queftion, which they would naturally propofe, What zs his 
Name? And God faid unto Mofes, 1 AM THAT 1 AM: and 
thus Jhalt thou fay unto the children of Ifrael, 1 am ‘hath 


fent me unto you, Ex. 1ni. 14. In his fubfequent revelations, 
efpecially in thefe by the prophet [faiah, he often ufed: this 
name, by which he had fo early made himfelf known. It 
certainly denotes the eternal, neceflary, immutable and 1n- 
comprehenfible exiftence of God. If it appear, that Jefus 
revealed himfelf under. this defignation, in its proper mean- 
ing, as applied to God ın the Old Teftament, and that the 
faith of his difciples terminated on him in‘this refpect; no 
reafonable doubt can remain, that he 1s God over all, and 
that he was acknowledged as fuch by thofe whom he em- 
ployed to publifh his doctrine to others. 

"We learn from one of “ the three firft Gofpels,” that he 
promifed his prefence to his difciples, by appropriating to 
himfelf this divine title: Where two or three are gathered 
together: in my Name, there AM 1 in the midft of them, Matt. 
xvill. 20. It 1s acknowledged by Dr. P. that this is a “ paf- 


« faye which feems to fuppofe the omniprefence of Chrift *.” 


This 
* Famıl. Uluftr. p. 26. 
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This is a confiderable conceffion. For thus it is granted, 
that the great Prophet, whom his people were to bear in all 
things, feemed at leaft to claim divine perfection. If this 
did not really belong to him, he muft have been unfit for 
his office, fince he did not abftain from all appearance of 
evil*, of the greateft evil, the robbery of making himfelf 
equal with God. He could not, therefore, be a proper per- 
{on for being heard zz all things. 

« Rut,” out author adds, “ if we confider the whole of 
“ this paflage, in which our Lord is fpeaking of the great 
“ power of which his difciples would be poffeffed, and efpe- 
“ cially of the efficacy of their prayers, we fhall be fatisfied 
“that he could only mean, by this form of expreflion, to 
“ reprefent their power with God, when they were aflem- 
“ bled as his difciples, and prayed fo as became his difciples, 
“to be the fame as ‘his own power with God; and God 
« heard him always.” The whole that Dr P. feems to wih, 
in explaining this verfe, is to deprive Jefus of his glory. If 
he can accomplifh this, he cares not by wyat means ; nor 
does he give himfelf any trouble whether he make fenfe of 
the paffage or not. He will give all this power to the dif- 
ciples, if he can withhold it from their Mafter. For “ this 
“ form of expreflion,” he fays, “ reprefents therr power with 
“ God.” Or if he leave any to him, it is no more than they 
poffefs. In this refpect, he will not even allow the pre- 
eminence to him, to whom the Holy Ghoft afcribes it zz al/ 
things, Col. 1. 18. -According to this doctrine, any ordinary 
Chriftian can pray as effectually as Jefus Chrift. But this 
clearly fhows, how little account we are to make of the high- 
founding words which Socinians ufe concerning the Saviour. 
They refemble the falutations of the foldiers, before they 


crucified him. Do they acknowledge him to be “ the Son 


“ of God, his dear Son, the chief of his Sons, the interced- 
¢6 ing 
* x Thef, v. 22. 
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“ing High Priel, the one Mediator?” But, as the wife 
man fays, Let us hear the conclufion of the whole matter. 
The power of any Chriftian, praying’1n a proper manner, is 
“ the fame as his power with God.” 

But as if Dr P. had been confcious that he was palming 
a fenfe upon the text that it could not bear; when defcri- 
bing the circumftances in which the interceflion of the dif- 
ciples is as powerful as that of Chrift’s, he finds it neceffar y 
to ufe fome circumlocution :—“ When they were affembled 
“as his difciples, and prayed as became his difciples.” 
What part of his text does this refer to? why, furely, to 
that expreilion, zz my Name. But our author wifely keeps 
it in the fhade, as it muft have fpoiled the whole picture. 
for the loweft fenfe that can be put upon this phrafe muft 
imply, that he is in /ome refpect fuperior to them ; elfe why 
ufe his Name at all? Their own would do as well. But if, 
when thus “ aflembled as his difciples, and praying as be- 
“ comes them,” that is, gathered together i 1ni bis Name, their 
prayers are fo effectual, they mutt have ftill lefs occafion for 
his being in the mid/? of them. And how is he in the midft 
of them? That the Doctor leaves to the reader himfelf to 
difcover. Although we could believe the blafphemous ab- 
furdity, that their power with God is as great as his; we 
could never fuppofe this to be meant by that expreflion, 
there am I in the midft of them. For this language, as ufed 
in Scripture, always refpects the prefence of a Perfon*. If 
his prefence be ftll neceflary, one would think that they 
had aifo fome occafion for his power. 

But es Jefus does not help them in prayer, we need not 
wonder that he does. not dear them. For the Dodtor adds ; 
“« That our Lord could not intend to {peak of himfelf as 
‘“ the God who beareth prayer, is evident from his {peaking 
“of the Father, in this very place, as the perfon who was 


3 * to 
“ Vid. Hoornbeck Socin. Confutat, tom. I. p. 31590. 
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“to grant their petitions, ver. 19. Again I Jay Unto you, 
“ that if two of you Jhall agree on earth, as touching any 
thing, it Jhal! be done for them, of my Father who 1s in 
“ heaven *.? But this is begging what the Doctor has yet 
to prove, that becaufe the Father is Ged, the Son cannot 
be fo. It is granted, that, according to the cecohomy of re- 
demotion, the gift cf all bleffings i is primarily afcribed to 
the Father. But they all come immediately from Chrift. 
For the Father hath gzven all things into his hand. There- 
fore our Lord informs them, how every blefling proceeds 
from-the-~Father. It is by his own prefence. Inftead of 
there being any contradiction between ver. 19. and that im- 
mediately under confideration, according to the fenfe in 
which we view it, there 1s the moft perfect harmony. In the 
former, our Lord merely declares the efficacy of focial prayer. 
But, in the latter, he proceeds to fhew the only way in 
which it is effeCtual. It muft be in his name, that is, from 
a regard to his authority, and in the exercife of faith in him. 
Now, how a mere man can be the object of faith, let the 
Doctor {hew at his leifure: and this may be the more diff- 
cult, as Socinians are very fhy of allowing this honour to 
God himfelf. But befides, the prefence of Chrift is pro- 
mifed to the difciples, as their fecurity for the gift of the 
blefling prayed for. And how a mere man in heaven can 
be always prefent with two or three on earth, fo as to be 
really zz the midft of them, is another difficuity which it be- 
longs to our author to folve. The connexion of the two 
verfes undeniably fhews, that the whole efficacy of the 
prayers of his people depends, not merely on their praying 
in his Name, but on their enjoying his prefence. It Jhal 
be done for them. For, where two or three, &c. 

It would be natural to fuppofe that he who anfwered pray- 
er, fhouid alfo hear ıt. But we know that Jefus anfwers the 


prayers 
* Fam, Illuĝr. ib. 
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prayers of his people. For he fays, John xiv. 13, 14. What- 
Joever ye foall afk in my Name, that will I do, that the Fa- 


ther may be glorified in the Son. If ye fhall afk any thing in 
my Name, Iwill do it. This paflage explains the other. 
It fhows how Chrift is zz the mid/t of his praying people. 
Ít 1s to do what they afk in his Name. Thus the Father 1s 
glorified in the Son, becaufe the blefling afked is given, by 
the Son as Mediator, from the Father, ceconomically confi- 
dered as the fountain of all grace. 

There are feveral things in thefe words, which fhew that 
Chrifi claims the honour of Deity. He not only fuppofes 
his followers to be congregated in his Name, (language 
never ufed of a creature); but he fays, There am I; evi- 
dently intimating, that he 1s prefent wherever this 1s .the 
cafe. We cannot believe this, without believing that he is 
every where prefent. Here he ufes that mode of {peaking 
appropriated by God to himfelf, under the Old Teftament. 
Exe: tit exactly correfponds with ’JN mw, There am I, Va. 
xlvii. 16. Although our author cannot perceive that 


“ Chrift intends to fpeak of himfelf as the God that heareth 


“ prayer,” this phrafe muft have been familiar to a Jewith 
ear. For it is the very language ufed by God, when he 


reveals himfelf in this character: Then /balt thou call, and 
the Lord /ball anfwer ; thou Jhalt cry, and he Jhall fay, HERE 
I AM, lla. lviii. 9. 

They could be no lefs acquainted with the expreflion con- 
nected with 1t,—z2 the midfl of them. For ina great variety 
of places in the Old. Teftament, God had thus declared his 
prefence with his people, and his proteétion of them, his 
readinefs to hear and to help them. When they were in 
the wildernefs, next to their total deftruction, the greateft 
judgment he could threaten was this, Z w// not go up in the 
midft of them, Ex. xxxi. 3. Afterwards he faid to them, 
The Lord thy God walketh in the midft of thy camp, to deli- 
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ver thee, and to give up thine enemtes before thee, Deut. xxiii. 
t4. Here he immediately refers to the vifible tokens of 
his prefence in the tabernacle of the congregation, which was 
in the midft of the camp, and which prefigured his taberna- 
cling in flefh among his people, (John 1. 14.) From this very 
confideration, that God zs in the mid/t of ber, the church af- 
fures herfelf that God Jhal! help her, and that right early, 
Pfal. xlvi. 5. This was her confolation amidft her greateft 
calamities: Yet thou, O Lord, art in the midft of us, and we 
are called by thy Name, Jer.xiv.g. We need not obferve, 
that there is a {triking.conformity between this paflage and 
the words of our Saviour. 


- But this language does not merely ref{pect God’s 5 typical 
prefence amongft his people. It fometimes exprefsly regards 
the glorious Antitype. Therefore, when it is faid, God zs 17 
the midft of ber, the church evidently refers to Immanuel; 
for fhe adds, The Lord of hofts is WITH us, Pfal. xlvi. 7. 
This is declared to be the fong of Zion in the gofpel day ; 
Great 1s the Holy One of Lfrael in: the midh of thee, Ifa. 
xii. 6. Concerning the fame period it is faid; The 
King of Lfrael, even JEHOVAH, ts in the midft of thee; 
thou Jhalt not fee evil any more, Zeph. i. 15. And again, 
Ye fhall pratfe the Name of the Lord your God:—and ye 
Joall know that I am in the midft of Lfrael, and that I am 
the Lord your God, and none elfe, Joel i1. 27. The proof 
given of this 1s- fo remarkable, that the difciples muft 
have underftood, when the Spirit was poured down, at leatt, 
that Chrift was the glorious Perfon wha fpoke by Joel. For 
it immediately follows ; Aud it Jhall come to pafs that I will 


pour out my Spirit upon all fiefo; and your fons and your 
daughters Jhall prophefy, ver. 26*.— Thus, the difciples 
being Jews, accuftomed to this language, could not but un- 


deritand 
* Compared with Acts ii. 16.138. 
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deritand our Lord as promufing his continual prefence with 
them, as really as the divine prefence had been enjoyed 
under the Old Teftament ; and indeed in that more excellent 


way foretold with refpeŝt to the New. 

The Doctor alfo quotes Matt. xxvii. 20. Lo, I avi with 
you always, even unto the end of the world; and makes a 
feeble attempt to {hew that thefe words convey no idea of 
power that may not belong to a mere creature. ‘ Chrift,” he 
fays, ‘“ who is conftituted head over àll things to his church, 
t undoubtedly takes‘ care of its interefts, and attends to 
“ whatever concerns his difciples ; and bezng wrth a perfon, 
“ and taking care of him are, in the language of {cripture, 
“ equivalent expreffions. See Gen. xxi. 20. 22. xxvili 1%. 
& xxxix. 2 *.” Thisis very true. But the Doctor forgets 
to tell his reader, that in the paflages referred to, this berzg 
with a Perfon denotes God’s taking caré of him; and that 
it is a care extending to all places where the Perfon may be, 
Gen. xxviii. 15. and to all aétions, chap. xxi. 22. Now, 
this is all that we affert; with this difference only, that 
what 1s fpoken, in the places cited, of an individual, is here 
promifed to a collective body in fucceflion. 

Dr P. adds; “ Befides,. Chrift having a near relation to 
“ this earth, may even be per/fonally-prefent with his difci- 
“ ples when they little think of it.” I need not fay, that 
by “ being perfonally prefent,” he means the prefence of 
his human nature only. Now, after this pofition, our au- 
thor will find it very difficult to maintain his ground againit 
the church of Rome. He is more nearly allied to her than 
he imagines. I {hould wifh to know how he is pleafed to 
difpofe of fuch a paffage as this? He /hall fend Fefus Chrift, 
—whom the heaven muft receive, until the times of reftitu- 
tzon of all things, Acts 111. 20,21. I might alfo refer to 


that, Though we have known Chrift after the flesh, yet now 


henceforth 
* Famil. Ilur. p. 26. 
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henceforth know ‘we him no more, 2 Cor. v.16. But the 
Doétor ‘has his anfwer ready. Chrift may know his difci- 
ples after the flef>, or according to the human nature, when 
they do not Know him in this way, that is, “ when they little 
« think ‘of. it.” Our author feems to differ much from the 
glorious Perfon of whom’ he thus fpeaks, who faid to his 
hearers, The fle/b profiteth nothing, John vi. 63. But the 
promife ‘can be of" little fervice to Dr P. even according to 
his own explanation. For it is not matter of faith with 
him, but only of probability: “© Chrift—ay be perfonally 
prefent.” After this, however, he may {pare his ridicule 
at the dottrine of Tranfubftantiation. For if Chrift may 
be prefent as to his human nature, when his difciples “ lit- 
“ tle ‘think of it:” that is, when they have no fenfible evi- 
‘dence of his prefence, it will be difficult for the Doétor to 
prove, that he may not be prefent, as to his real body and 
blood, when his difciples can fee, and feel, and tafte nothing 
but bread and wine. 
Thus, both Papifts and Socinians hold a real bodily 
' prefence: and they perfectly agree in this important point, 
that Jefus may be really prefent, without fenfible figns. He 
who believes this, has already fwallowed the moft unpalata- 
ble morfel inthe doétrine of tranfubftantiation. For, ac- 


cording to the confeflion of Roman Catholics’ themfelves, 
great as the miracle of the converfion of the wafer into the 


body and blood of Chrift is, that of his being thus really 
prefent, without any evidenee to the fenfes, is far more 
amazıng and ftupenduous *. 

But the Doctor does not therefore affert the omnipre- 
fence of ‘Chrift. He has difcovered that the difciples can 
do without this. `“ It is by no means neceffary,” he fays, 
“ that he be perfonally prefent every where at the fame 


“time.” I fufpected that matters would have this end, al- 
Vor: I. R. though 


* Moore’s View of Society and Manners in Italy, Let, 64. 
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though the Door begun with informing us, that “ Chrif 


“ attends to whatever concerns his difciples.”’ What is to 
become of thofe poor creatures, with whom he does not 
happen to be perionally prefent, ın the time of their necef- 
fity? How does he attend to their concerns? Let us hear 
our author. “ Itis by no means neceflary,—fince God may 
“ communicate to him a power of knowing diftant events, cf 
“which he appeared to be poffeffed when Lazarus was 
“« fick.” But, pray, what does the power of knowing dif- 
tant events fignify, without the power of affifting every 


believer? If but one be neglected, the work of the Media- 
tor is imperfect. And if he is not every where preient, 


either myriads mutt be neglected ; or 1t remains to be pro- 
ved, that thc neceflities of Chriftians are fo difpofed, that 
every one can wait till it come to his turn to be relieved. 
If Jefus has- only the “ power of knowing diitant events,” 
without that of fuccouring every individual, would he not 
be as well without it? Such a power can be of very httle 
advantage to the multitude of them who believe: and it mutt 
rather give pain, than pleafure, to the poffeflor; becaufe 
he muft feel himfelf in the fituation of one who knows the 
mifery of a beloved friend, but by reafon'of diftance, or 
multiplicity of engagements, can be of no fervice to him. 
How can he be Sead over all things, who can attend to foame 
things only? When on fome emergency, he happens to be 
on earth, if a greater occur, and the cry reach to heaven, 
what is to be done? Is the work performed by another: 
Then, the unity of the divine adminiftration 1s deftroyed ; 


and fomething is taken out of his hand, eto whole hand all 


things have been grven, But how could all power be giver 
unto bhim, who has only Jome power; nay, rather knowledge 
than power? The Dottor, indeed, ferioufly gives as ridi- 


culous a defcription of him whom he calls his Savionr, as 
Elijah ironically gave of Baal. His difciples will need to- 
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cry aloud; for peradventure their Lord is on a jcurney, 
Iı Kings xvii. 27. 

But after all, our author is not certain. whether God 
really communicates this “ power of knowing diftant events” 
to Jefus, or whether he had this “ when Lazarus was fick :” 


His faith 1s of a very doubtful kind. It full reits in may 
bes and appearances. “ He may communicate.—He ap- 
‘< peared to be pofflefled.” The only thing of which the 
Doctor feems certain, 1s, that, even in his /uppo/itions, he 
does not grant too much honour to the Redeemer. “ This 
‘1s certainly,” he fays, “ no greater power than God may 


‘ communicate to any of his creatures.” Pray, do take care, 
Sir, that nothing more be afcribed to the Son of God, than 


may be given to any creature, however low in the feale of 


93 


being. You certainly do God /fervice, in doing all in your 
power againft the name of ‘fefus of Nazareth. Whatever 
be your error, it 1s not that of Lonouring the Son as the 


Fatoer. 
But it gives our author no trouble, that his comment is a 


flat denial of the text. Jefus fays to his dilciples, Lo, I am 
with you ALWAYS. Dr P. fays, that he is with them at 
times only. Jeius gives his difc:ples reaion to believe. that 
they conftantly need his prefence. “ Nay,” iays the Doc- 
tor, “ this is by no means neceilary.’’ Jefus ailures them, 
that al power is given unto bim in heaven, and ın earth, 
which, one would think, implied divine power. Our au- 
thor is perfuaded, that Jefus is de.titute of the moft necef- 
fary power, that of being every where prefent, in order to 
relieve his diiciples : and is not certain, u he has even that 
of knowing their neceilities. Of this alone he is certain, 
that Jelus has zo power given him that may not be “ com- 

“ municated to amy creature” in heaven, or in earth. 
Having iluitrated the futüity of Dr P.’s expofition, it 
may be proper to oblerve a few things concerning this pro- 
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mife. There is a remarkable correfpondence between it 
and what we have in Hag. 1.33. Z am with you, faith the 
Lord. The Evangelift ufes the very words of the Seventy, 
with no variation, but that of arrangement. The Greek 
fairly expreffes the. force of that phrafeology in the He- 
brew, by which God {till denotes his own prefence in the 
church. We have the fame promife, with an important 
enlargement, addreffed to Zerubbabel and Jofhua, chap. ii. 
4, 5. Be ftrong and work, for I am with you, faith the Lord 
of bofts, with the Word that I covenanted with you, when ye 
came .out of Egypt; and my Spirit remaining among you. 
This we have elfewhere {hewn to be the literal tranflation 
of the patlage*. Now, either thefe words, I am with you, 
{poken by Chrift to his difciples, have the fame meaning as. 
when delivered by Haggai, as. the meflage of JEHOVAH; 
or, the fervants of the Lord, in gofpel times, have lefs en- 
couragement than thole. whom he called to wor, under the. 
Jaw. 

The proniufe evidently imports a conftant.uninterrupted 
prefence:: L am with you all days, or at all times. There 
is not only the ufe of that fingular and emphatic expreflion, 
eyo sui, L am, correfponding with the-language of God un; 
der the Old Teftament ; but the prefent and future are at 
ence connetted: I am with you—to the end of the world. 
We have no example of the ufe of this language, but by a 
divine Perfon. Thus God exprefles his immutable exiftence, 
by joining the prelent, fometimes with.the paft, and, fome- 
times with the future; fignifying, that how much {oever 
the. creature may change, there 1s no change with him. 
From the timethat it was, there I am, Ifa. xlviii. 16. Even 
to your old age I am he, chap. xlvi. 4. If Jefus be not 
&od, he at leaft aflumes his peculiar language. But he is, 
indeed, the fame yefterday, to-day, and for ever, Heb. xu. 8- 


Befides,. he introduces this promife with a note of admi- 


ration, 
* See above, p. 120, &c. 
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ration, Lo! This is the very manner in which God fore. 


told that he would announce himfelf to his church in the 
lait times. There is one prophecy that may well carry ter- 
ror to the heart of a Socimian. My Name continually 
every day is blafphemed. Therefore, my people Joall know 
my Name; therefore they fhall know, in that day, that I am 
he that doth fpeak, Behold, tt 1s 1; or, rather, without the 
fupplement, Behold, or, Lo, J, Ifa. lu. 6. This feems to be 
pointed out as the very language that the God of Ifrael 
would utter, in the Gofpel difpenfation, as difcovering him- 


{elf to his people. For he 1s introduced as {peaking with 


re{pect to the Gentiles, chap. lxv. 1. I faid, Behold me, Be- 
hold me. With fully as much propriety it may be read, 
Behold, I. For the word is the fame in the Hebrew as in 
chap. lu. 6. and, inthe Septuagint, it 1s tranflated in the 
very language ufed by the Evangelift Matthew, in recor- 
ding the words of Jefus, Ids su. The expreffion feems to 
fignify that this glorious Speaker was clearly to’ unfold his 
own excellency, that he was oze who /hould bear witnefs of 
bimfelf, John vii. 18. When the woman of Samaria faid, 
d know that Meffias cometh, Jefus anfwered her in the very 
language of God by the prophet; J, that /peak unto thee, 
am*, And, truly, all his genuine difcipJes know that it 1s 
he ‘that doth [peak thefe comfortable words, Lo, L am with 
you. It is worthy of our notice, that immediately after 
that remarkable declaration'in Ifaiah, there follows a very 
pathetic defcription of the fervants of Chrift who were to 
‘go forth preaching the Gofpel, beginning at ‘ferufalem.— 
How beautiful upon the mountains are the feet of him that 
bringeth good tidings, that publifhcth peace, that bring- 
eth good tidings of good, that publifbeth falvation, that 
Jaith unto Zion, Thy God reigneth, ver. 7 t. as 1f the Spirit 
R 3 of 
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of Chrift would teftify before hand thé very circumftances 
in which he fhould exprefsly utter the language under con- 
fideration, to his fervants, Go ye, and teach all nations,—and 


lo, Lam with you ; and that all their ftrength for that work, 
and comfort in it, depended on this declaration. 

I fhall only add, that Jefus appropriates this divine lan- 
guage to himfelf, at the very time that he commanded the 
difciples to baptize all nations zz 47s Name, as well as in 
that of the Father and Spirit. The force of this command 


may be afterwards illuttrated. 
On other occafions, our Lord fpeaks of himfelf in the 


fame ftyle. He faidtothe Jews, If ye believe not that I am, 
ye Shall die in. your fins, John vii. 24. He evidently {peaks 


in this manner, with refpe& to his divine origin, which he 
declared to be unknown to the Jews, ver. 14. Ye cannot tell 
whence I come. Now, he could not have faid this in truth, 
had he had no higher origin than his birth of Mary. For 
with this they were all acquainted, Matt. xiii. 55. He had 
aid, Z am not alone, but I and the Father that fent me, ver. 

16. language which we cannot conceive to be applicable, in 
any fenfe, to a creature. He had declared that they did not 
know his Father, and that 1f they had known him, they 
would have known his Father alfo, ver. 19. He had faid, 
as in the verfe immediately preceding, Z am from above. 
That this directly refpects his origin, we learn from the ufe 
of the fame language by John Baptift; who contrafts his 
own earthly origin with his, who, being from above, mutt 
of neceflity be above all, chap. 1. 31. In the clofe of this 
difcourfe, our Lord ufes that remarkable expreflion, Before 
Abraham was, I am, ver. 58. Itis clear that he yroclaims 
himfelf to be a divine Perfon. For when Abraham is 
Spoken of, the verb ywouat 1s ufed. But su is introduced tg 
exprefs the exiftence of the Saviour. The firt properly 
slenotes {uch a being as implies beginning, and refers to 
birth 
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birth or creation. But the other 1s always ufed, when felf- 
exiftence is meant. The fame diftinchon 1s here obferved, 
as in the introduction to this Gofpel. Whereas the Evan- 
gelift fays, Iz the beginning w, was the Word, the exiftence 
of all creatures 1s very differently exprefled ; 4/7 things 


eyevero, were made by him. Thus our Lord oppofes his own 
eternal exz/fence to the making, or, which is the fame, to the 


birth of Abraham. He alfo fpeaks of his own exiftence in 


the prefent time, while that of Abraham is exprefled in the 


paft: Before Abraham was made, or, born, Lam. Thus, he 
oppofes the immutability of his exiftence to the changeable 


nature of the creature. Here there feems to be a tacit, 
though ftriking reply to their own teftimony concerning 
Abraham and the prophets, ver. 53. Art thou greater than 
our father Abraham, who is dead? And the prophets are 
dead. Jt was a full anfwer to the queftion fubjoined, WHOM 
makeft thou thyfelf? It 1s as if he had faid, “ By your own 
‘ confeflion, the moft that can be faid of Abraham, 1s, that 
“he was; but, in every period of time, it may jultly be 
“« fad of me, that I am.’ ‘Thefe words muft be viewed in 
their connexion with the awful declaration he had formerly 
made, ver. 24. If ye believe not that Iam, ye fhall die ın 
your fins. ‘They were fo to believe this, as to be aflured in 


their minds that he exifted before Abraham. This faith 


alone could preferve them from condemnation. 

To fay, that this is a mere enallage, is ridiculous. For 
we cannot fuppofe fo unufual a change of the prefent for 
the paft, without a very peculiar reafon. Some have pre- 
tended, that our Lord here {peaks of his being before Abra- 
ham, as to the decree. But ıt has been juftly urged in reply, 
that the word eu am, when ufed abfolutely, denotes adual 
exutence, and that this is confirmed by the ufe of the pronoun 
EVU, I ; that there is nothing in the context to {hew that the 


language of our Saviour is not to be underftood abfolutely ; 


that, as the queftion propofed by the Jews refpetted his per- 
R 4 fonal 
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fonal exiftence, whether he had feen Abraham, 3f his anfwer 


did not alfo refpeĉt this, it was not in point; and that, as it 
was our Lord’s defign to fhew that he was older than Abra- 
ham, if he only declared, that he was fore-ordained in the 
purpofe of God, before Abraham’s birth, it proved nothing ; 
becaufe, in the fame fenfe, every one of his hearers might 
have claimed a priority *. 

To fuppofe that Jefus meant to evade a direct anfwer to 
their queftion, 1s to do him the greateft injury. It 1s to 
charge him with the profanation of a folemn oath. For he 
prefaces his declaration with thefe words, Amen, amen; 
which he never ufes, but, on the moft important occafions 
and interefting fubjects. For this was the Jewifh mode of 
{wearing ; and as ufed by him, exprefles his moft. folemn 
teftimony, as the Amen, the faithful and true witnefs. Here 
alfo we find him exprefling himfelf in language never em- 
ployed, either by prophets, or by apoftles; Verzly, verily, 
I say unto you. The prophets had always exhibited God 
as the fpeaker. Their common introduction was, Thus 
faith the Lord. ‘The apoftles never delivered a meflage in 
their own name. But Jefus ftill expreffed himfelf in this 
manner. 

The vanity of another Socinian fubterfuge, that our Lord 
means to affert his exiftence, before Abraham was. made, 
—the father of many nations, has been fully illuftrated by 
Dr Whitby, in his expofition of this paflage. But it is fo 
egrecioufly mean, that the Jews themfelves, though, for the 
honour of their father Abraham, they had inclined to tor- 
ture our Saviour’s language, would have blufhed to have 
ufed it. 


Dr P. gives another view of thefe words. “ The mean- 
“¢ ing of this paflage,” he fays, “ clearly is, that Abraham 
“ forefaw the day of Chrift, and that Chrift was the fubject 


of 
# Vide Lampe in loc. 
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“ of prophecy before the times of Abraham *.” It is fome- 
times of great ufe, in a bad caufe, for a man to feem confi- 
dent of its. goodnefs. But matters are not quite fo clear as 
the Doctor apprehends. For the queftion, to which this 
was the anfwer, .was not, * Hath Abraham feen thee ?” but, 
Haft thou feen Abraham? And furely, there is a confidera- 
ble difference between the two. What Abraham faw, was 
the day of Chrift. But if Chrift’s reply -has any relation 
to the queftion, or any meaning ; what he faw, was Abra- 
ham sim/felf. The learned gentleman, in his view, blends 


two things totally different. The Jews feem to have at 
firt mifunderftood our Saviour, when he faid, Abraham 
Jaw my day; as if he had afferted, that he had feen Abra- 
ham’s day. Therefore they faid, Thou art not yet fifty 


years old, and haft thou feen Abraham? But Jefus, in his 


reply, fhews them that what they inferred by miftake, was 
true in itfelf. Had he faid, “ Before Abraham was, I WAS,” 


it would have been lefs ridiculous to have explained ıt of 
his being “ the fubject of prophecy.’ But what does our 
author make of that expreflion, Z am è However, though 
it had been, I was, the fenfe impofed by him would ftill be 
extremely unnatural. What would the Jews have thought 


of John Baptift, had he told them that he was before Jere- 
miah, fecretly meaning that he had been prophefied of by 


3 


Ifaiah ? If the learned writer have no clearer illuftrations 
of {cripture to offer to the public, for the honour of the 
word of God, and for the credit of his own underftanding, 
which perhaps weighs as much with him, he had better 
confine himfelf to ftudies that feem more fuitable to his 
genius. | 

He adds;. “ This faying of our Lord is illuftrated by 
« what the author of the epiftle to the Hebrews fays con- 
K cerning all the ancient worthies, vzx. that they all died in 


“c fatth, 
* Famil, Illuftr. p. go. 
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“ faith, not having received the promifes, but having feen 
“ them afar of In this manner, therefore, Abraham faw 
“the day of Chrift.” This quotation, indeed, iluftrates 


the firjt * faying of our Lord,”—He faw it, and was glad. 
But what comes of the fecond ? Before Abraham was, I am. 
Though Abraham faw the day of Chrift afar off, what is 
this to the purpofe of Chrift’s feeing Abraham, though he | 
did not feem to be fifty years old ? 


Dr Privfiley’s objection to the argument from the ufe of the 
title, I A M, confidered. 


OHE only notice that our author directly takes of this 
‘i remarkable expreffion, is ın the following obferva- 
tion. “ As to thofe who think that our Lord meant to m- 
“timate that he was truly and properly God becaufe he 
“ ufed that expreflion I am, by which the true God announ- 
“ ced himfelf to Mofes, they will perhaps be fenfible how 
« little ftrefs is to be laid upon it, when they are informed, 
“that, though the fame phrafe occurs very often in the 
“ hiftory of Chrift, our tranflators themfelves in every place 
“ excepting this, render it by Z am he, that is, | am the 
“ Chrift. It is ufed in this fenfe in the 24th verfe of this 
“ Chapter, If ye believe not that I am he, ye feall die in 
“ your fins. And again in the 28th verle, When ye /hall 
“ (Lave) lift up the Sou of man, then fhall ye know that I 
“am bhe*.” This, then, is the mighty proof of “ the 
“ little ftrefs to be laid upon it,”——the authority of a tranf- 
lation. Can this be the fame perfon, who, in the page 1m- 
mediately preceding, quarrels with the tranflation of that 
expreftion in Phil. 11. 6. rendered egual with God. Quan- 

| tum 
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zum mutatus ab illo 2 But this gentleman can, either tontra- 
dist our venerable: tranflators point-blank, or argue from 
their verfion, as if they had been infpired ; juft as it fuits 
the prefent purpofe. It is evident, however, that they with 
the reader to obferve, that the pronoun 4e is a fupplement, 
as .1t is inferted in differént characters from the reft of the 
verfe. The Doctor is miftaken, when he -afferts that ‘* our 
‘¢tranilators, in every place, excepting this, render the ex- 
« preffion, I am he.” For in three different places, it is ren- 
dered, Iż zs J. When Jefus came walking on the waters, 
it was thus he rebuked the fear of the difciples; Be zot 
afraid syw ey, literally, I am, Matt. xiv. 27. Mark vi. So. 
John vi. 20. Here he evidently utters the language in which 
God was wont to addrefs their fathers; Fear not, I am 
with thee, Ifa. xli. 10. He declares himfelf to be a Perfon 
of fuch dignity and power that his prefence ought to re- 
move all unbelieving fear. 
Dr P. cannot refufe, that “ the true God announced him- 
« felf to Mofes” by that expreflion which our Lord ufes. 
The learned Whitby, before he became Socinian, under- 
{tood this language as relating to the Deity of Chrift. Find- 
ing, however, that it 1s mentioned as an expreflion com- 
mon with the falfe Chrifis he offers the following folution 
of the difficulty. ‘ As for the phrafe, eyw suu, I am, let it 
“« be noted, that in the othet Evangelifts ıt is only uled to 
« fionify what the falje Chrifis would fay, and fo can have 
“ no other import than Z am the Chrift ; but in this Gofpel 
“it feems to fignify, I am the Son of God; for he that faith 
“ Tam, &c *.” | 
But I am willing to give all its force to Dr P.’s objection, 


and to admit that, whenever Chrift ufes this expreflion, it 
refpects him even as Meffiah. Yet I muft refufe the Doc- 


tor’s inferente, that therefore it “ does not mean the eternal 


“© God.” 
* Paraph, on John viii, 58. 
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« God.” For the only Meffiah exhibited in {cripture, is 
God manifefted in the flefo. The mifion of the Son is always 
affumed, by Socinians, as a fufficient objection to his equali- 
ty with the Father. But as they allow that JEHovaH ufes 
this language in the Old Teftament,: 1f ıt appear that he 
ufes it in the character of one fent, it mutt follow.that the 


objection receives a full anfwer from God himfelf. 


` It may certainly be laid down as a firft principle, that he 
who fpoke to Mofes was the true God. For the Doétor 


has acknowledged that “ the true God announced himfelf 
“ to Mofes by that expreflion J am.” But the Holy Spirit 
informs us, that he who fpoke in this manner was an An- 
gel: The Angel of the Lord appeared unto hım ın a flame of 
fire, out of the midft of a bufh, Ex. 11.2. It cannot be faid 


that, although an Angel appeared, 1t was JEHovAH himfelf 
who fpoke. For the glorious Speaker commands Mofes to 
fay: JEHovAH the God of your fathers, the God of Abra- 
ham, of Ifaac, and of Jacob, appeared unto me, ver.16. The 
Perfon that /poke, was the fame that appeared unto Mofes ; 
and he who appeared, was the God of Abrabam. Motes 


was fully convinced of this. For he was afraid to look upon 
God, ver. 6. Socinians, by refufing that this Angel was a 
divine Perfon, produce that very objection which Mofes ex- 
pected to meet with from the ignorant and ftubborn Ifrae- 
lites. They will fay, JEHOVAH hath not appeared unto thee, 
chap. iv. 1. But that he might be able to make an effec- 
tual reply to it, God gives him the power of working mi- 
racles, adding as the reafon of the gift ;----that they may be- 
lieve that JEHOVAH, the God of their fathers, hath appeared 
unto thee, ver. 5. 

It is well known, that the Septuagint was commonly ufed 
among the Jews, at the time that the New Teftament was 
wrote. Now, it deferves our particular attention, that our 

Lord adopts that very phrafeology concerning himfelf, Rev. 
Z - if 
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i. 8: that is uled by the. Seventy to exprefs the language in 
“ which the true God announced himfelf to Mofes.” In both 
places we have that expreflion, Eyw emt o wy. But Jefus, 
knowing that this was the very language by which the Jews 
denoted the true and felf-exiftent God, if this character does 
not belong to him, intrenched on the honours of Deity, by 
arrogating them to himfelf. I need not take time to fhew 
that Jefus 1s the fpeaker in Rev.1. 8. This is undeniable 


from his claiming the fame characters with thofe unqueftiona- 
bly claimed by him ver. 11. 17. chap. il. 8. xxii. 13. ° 

An Angel was afterwards promifed as the leader of Ifrael. 
God faid; Bebold, I fend an Angel before thee, to keep thee 
an the way, and to bring thee unto the place which L have pro- 
mifed. By way of diftinttion, God calls him zs Angel; 
Mine Angel foall go before thee, Ex. xxi. 20.23. From 
the account given of this-Angel, in the book of Exodus, we 
might fafely conclude that ıt was he who appeared to Mofes, 
and revealed himfelf as the I AM. The work afligned 


him was that of bringing Ifrael into the place which God 
had prepared. But the Angel who appeared to Mofes in a 


flame of fire claimed this work as his: L am come down---- 
to bring them up into a good land, chap. i. 8. vi. 8. The 
eharaéters given him are divine: My Name is in him, chap. 
xxiii. 21. His vozce is fpoken of as the fame with God’s, 
ver. 22. chap. xix. 5: 

But we have clear evidence from {cripture, that the An- 
gel promifed was he who appeared unto Mofes. For Ste- 
phen declares concerning this Prophet, that God Jent him 
a ruler and deliverer by the hand of the Angel who appeared 
to him in the bufh, A&ts vii. 35. This does not merely fig- 
nify that God employed this Angel in the miffion of Mofes; 
but that Mofes was zz the hand of this Angel, as long as he 


fuftained the characters mentioned, that 1s, as long as he was 


in the church in the wildernefs. Therefore, when it is 
afterwards 
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afterwards faid, This zs he that was in the church tn the wil- 
dernefs, with the Angel who fpake to him in the mount Sinat, 
ver. 38. though the latter.expreflion may more immediate- 
ly refpect the delivering of the law, yet it may be extended 
to the revelation formerly made to Mofes by this Angel in 
the fame mountain. For concerning this Stephen had faid ; 
There appeared to him in the wilderne/s of mount Sinai, an 


Angel of the Lord in a flame of fire in a bufh, ver.3¢. Al- 
though it fhould be urged, that the giving of .the law alone 
is meant, ftll it would follow, that he who /pake to Mofes, 
face to face, as God, fuftained a delegated character; and 
that this was the faith of true Ifraelites in the days of Ste- 


phen. | 

It is evident that both Mofes and the Ifraelites confidered 
the Angel, who was ptomifed them, as divine. When they 
provoked God by worfhipping the golden‘calf, he threaten- 
ed that he would zot go up in the midft of them, Exod. 
xxxu1. 3. The reafon of the interceffion of Mofes, and of 
the mourning of the people, was not that God had formerly 
promifed his own prefence, but now that of an Angel only ; 
nor that he had formerly promifed the uncreated Angel, 
but now a created one. For he had never engaged to give 
them his prefence, otherwife than by fending an Angel. 
With this both Mofes and Ifrael were fatisfied, accounting 
it the divine prefence. But {till there was an important dif- 
ference. God had formerly premifed this Angel to keep 
them inthe way, and to bring them to Canaan. All that 
he now promufes 1s, that he fhall go dezore them, to drive 
out their enemies. He leaves the work of /eading them, and 
of bringing them into that land, on Mofes himfelf, Exod. 
XXXII 34. refuting to go up in the midft of them, in the 
perfon of this Angel. Therefore Mofes addrefles God 
in the Jouiowing terms; See, ‘hou fayeft unto me, Bring up 
this people, and thou haft not let me know whom thou wilt 


fend 
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fend with me, chap. xxxiii. 12. Nothing can be more plain, 
than that Mofes had {till underftood the original promufe, as 
fignifying that the people of God were to enjoy his prefence 
immediately, and yet by one fent. 

His language is very emphatic ;. Thou bafl not let me know 


“WS DN, the perfon whom thou wilt fend. We have the 
fame expreilion, ‚Gen. xliv. 1. He commanded, WS NN, 


literally, że who was over his boufe, that 1s, as we 
render it, the ffeward of his boufe. The Lord anfwered, 
My prefence Jhall go, ver 14. ‘The term here ufed is plain- 
ly a perfonal defignation, denoting that Angel whom God 
had promifed, before the people offended him. For this 
illuftrious Meffenger is elfewhere called the Angel of bis pre- 
fence, or face, Ifa. lxi. 9. But, in the perfon of this An- 
gel, the people of God were to enjoy his own prefence. For 


this promife was merely a renovation of that formerly made, 


Iwill fend an Angel before thee, to keep thee, &c. and the 
‘latter was equivalent to his faying, that he would go up ir 


the midft of them, Exod. xxxiii. 3. The fame expreflion is 
elfewhere ufed, to denote the perfonal prefence of a creature: 
I counfel—that thou go up to battle in thine own perfon, 
literally, that thy prefence go up, 2 Sam. xvi. IL. 

This divine Mefflenger might be called the prefence or face 
of God, or the Angel of his face, for different reafons. He 


might receive thefe defignations, becaufe of his going before 


Ifrael in the appearance of a pillar of cloud and fire. For 
as a man is known by his face, God made known the truth 
of his prefence in the camp of Ifrael by this fymbol. In- 


deed, it would feem to be in this fenfe only that Mofes 
{peaks of God being feen by his people face to face. They 
have heard, fays he of the heathen nations, that thou Lord 
art among this people, and that thou Lord art Jeen face to face, 
and that thy cloud ftandeth over them, &c. N um. Xiv. 14. 
Deut. v.4. They faw him face to face, no other way than 


by 
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by bis cloud fianding over them. For they faw no: fimuili- 
tude, Deut. iv. 12.15. He might alfo be thus'denominated, 
becaufe in him the divine perfections were difplayed, God’s 
Name being in him. This language certainly fignifies, that 
there was an intimacy between this Angel and‘ him who 
fent him, to which no other was admitted. Befides, it would 
appear that the Deity never affumed any vilible appearance, 
but in the perfon of this Angel, John v. 37. Perhaps, we 
may add as another-reafon, that all the grace of God was 
communicated to his people through him, Numb. vi. 25. 
Pfal. xxx. 7. Ifa. lxiii. g. That divine perfon, who appear- 
ed to Abraham in the likenefs:of human nature, feems ‘to 


be called the Face of'God: The two Angels who attended 


‘him, inform Lot'that the cry of Sodom was waxen great 
‘before the face of JEHOVAH, Gen. xix. 13. It was the fame 
glorious Perfon whom Lot intreated, in whofe fight he found 
grace, who was merciful to him, ver. 19. and accepted him 
in his prayer, ver. 21. and who, as JEHOVAH, rained fire 
and brimftone from JEHOVAH, on the cities of the plain, 
ver 24. It needs not feem ftrange, that Mofes was fo ear- 
neft to have this Angel, called the Face of God, to go with 


him: as-1t appears that he was the object of his worfhip. 
For what we have rendered, Mofes befought the Lord his 


God, literally is, Mofes befought the Face of JEHovAH his 
God, Exod. xxxii; 11. And he did fo at the very time 


that God threatened to withdraw his face. 
Did this Angel appear in the pillar of cloud and fire ? The 


Branch of JEHOVAH 1s promifed to the Church, under the 
New Teftament, as a pillar of the fame kind, Ifa. iv. 2. 5. 


And we know that the Son is the brightne/s of glory, Heb. 
1.3. Did this Angel go before the Church? Jefus is given 
as a Leader to the people, Ifa. lv. 4. God faid, Bebold, I fend 
an Angel before thee,—to bring thee into the place which L have 
prepared, Exod. xxiii. 20. Jefus appropriates this work to ` 


himfelf, 
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himfelf, with re{pect to that better Canaan of which the 
other was merely a type. I go to prepare a place for you.— 
I will come again, and receive you unto myfelf, John xiv. 2, 3. 


When God fays, My Face Jhal? go, he adds, and I will sive 
you refi. Thisis the very work of our Lord Jefus. He 


fays, Iwill give you reft. And his reft is unfpeakably fu- 
perior to that given by the typical Jefus, Heb. iv. 8. It is 
reit tor the foul, Matt. x1. 28, 29. Were the divine per- 
fections difplayed in that Angel? And is not Jefus the zmage 
of the invifible God, the exprefs image of the Father’s perfon è 
Was the Angel of God’s prefence admitted to peculiar inti- 
macy withhim? And is not the only-begotten full zn the bofom 


of the Father 2? John 1.18. Was all the grace of God com- 
municated through him? We know that God 1s propitious 
to us, only as he Zooks on the face of his Meffiah, Pfal. Ixxxiv. 
g. The greateit token of his reconciliation to Ifrael was 
his promiling that his Lace fhould go: and the greateit token 
of his love to the New Teftament Church, is the uninter- 
rupted prefence of Jeius to the end of the world. For be zs 
our peace. In a word, the whole adminittration of the 
Church, from the fall till the appearance of the Mefhah, 
was committed to this Angel. For the Angel of Lis face or 
prefence faved them: ın his love, and in his pity be redeemed 
them; and be bare them, and carried them all the days of old. 
But this was the Son of God. For, not only 1s this his pro- 
per work under the gofpel; but it 1s granted even by Soct- 
nians, that, in the left prophefy of th: Old Teftament, he 1s 
defcribed as the Angel of the covenant, whem his people de- 
lighted in, Mal. 11. 1. Now, they knew no other under 
this character, than that Angel who fware unto Abraham, 
and who clauned the covenant as his, Jvdg. 1. 1. In the 
fame paflage he feems to be calicd the Face of the Lord. 
For it is foretold with reipect to John his harbinger; De- 
hold, I fend my Melfenger, and be foal prepare the way be- 

Vor. I, S fore 
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fore me, literally, before my Face. This language is retain- 
ed by Zacharias, when prophetically addrefling his fon ; 
Thou feat go before the Face of the Lord*. It was promi- 
fed concerning this Angel, that he fhould /uddenly come 
to his temple. And he did come fuddenly. For Jefus, 
on his firft vifit to this holy place, after the commence- 
ment of his miniftry, expelled all who defiled it, John 11. 13. 


None of them could abide the day of his coming, or ftand 
when he appeared, Mal. 11. 2. 

Thus, we have a key to the true meaning of a great 
variety of paflages, in which we read of the Face of God, 
of the Vining or lifting up of his countenance; and of the 
many prayers of the ancient church for this bleffing. As 
the languate of believers, or at leaft, as that of the Spzrit of 
Chrift, and as written for our inftrufion, they undoubtedly 
refer to the incarnation of the Son of God. Particularly, 
in the eightieth Pfaim, there is a frequent repetition of this 
prayer, Caufe thy Face to fhine: as exprefling the great ob- 
ject in view ; and in the clofe, the church exprefsly declares. 
who 1s meant by this defignation, and what is the bleffling 
intreated in thefe words. She refers to the Mefhah under 
another character: Let thy band be upon the man of thy 
right hand, upon the Son of man, whom thou madeft ftrong 
Jor thyfelf, ver. 17. | 

It 1s highly probable, that the fame glorious Meflenger 
is called God’s Way. For Mofes having faid, Tou haft not 
let me know the Perfon whom thou wilt fend, immediately 
adds, Make me to know thy way, Ex. xxxiii. 12,13. He 
fubftitutes this expreffion in the room of that blank which 
he had left ın his complaint, and places before ıt the fame 


demonftrative and emphatic particle: Thou baft not let 
me know VON DIN, the Perfon whom thou wilt fend.---- 


Make me to know 127 DXN, as it may be rendered, that 


thy 
* Tipo mpocwxe wu, Septuag, Ipo wpocwme te Kupis, Luke i. 76. 
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thy way. That Angel, who is the Face of JEHovAH, might by 
a beautiful figure be alfo called his Way, becaufe of the of- 
fice allotted to him, which was to /ead the Lraelites, and to 
keep them in the way. For the Lord went before them in the 
pillar of cloud, to lead them the way, Ix. xiii. 21. We 
know that Jefus fuftains the double character of a Leader 
and a Way; nay, that he is a Way poflefled of fuch virtue, 
that the wayfaring men, though fools, /hall not err therein; 
Ifa. xxxv. 8. He exprefsly calls himfelf the Way: and it 
can fcarcely be fuppofed that he does fo without a reference 
to the typical pillar, and to that conduéting Angel whofe 
{fymbol it was; efpecially as he takes this defignation at 
the very time that he apparently alludes to the work of this 
Meffenger, in bringing ancient Ifrael to the place prepared 
for them. I go, he fays, to prepare a place for you.----I am 
the Way, John xiv. 2.6. Mofes faid, Make me to know thy 
Way, that I may know thee, and that I may find gracein thy 
fight. Jefus fays to his difciples, Z am the Way.----No man 
cometh unto the Father, but by me. If ye had known me, ye 

Jhould baye known my Father alfo, ver. 6, 7 *. 
D2 But 


* A variety of paffages in the Old Teftament might be mentioned, in 
which the term way feems to denote a perfon. As for God, his Way ts 
perfect, the Word of the Lord ts tried; he ts a buckler to all thofe 
that truft in him, Pfal. xviii. 30. That the Meffiah is here called God’s 
Way, would appear from the following claufe. For according to the na- 
tural conftruction of the original, it is the Word of JEHOVAH who is 
a buckler. Pfalm Ixvii. evidently 1efers to the Gofpel difpenfation; as it 
re{pects the converfion of the Gentiles. The Pfalmift firft prays that God 
would caufe his Fuce to fhine. Here we have the very term which God 
ufes, when he fays, My prefence fball go. We then declares the end for 
which he craves this blefling ; that thy Way may be known upon earthy 
thy faving health among all people, ver. 2. Now, the faving health of 
God can be known only through him who is the Vay. Indeed, that very 
word is ‘here rendered faving health, which in many other places is tianf- 


lated /alvation, particularly in Ifa, xlix. 6, where it confefledly denotes 
h Jefus 
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But as this particular view is not immediately conneéted 
with the argument, I fhall proceed to confider fome other 
paflages in which the divine Name I AM is given to One 


fent. - 
It occurs in this fenfe in Ifa. xlvii. 16. formerly referred 


to; Come ye near unto'me, hear ye this: I have not [poker 
an fecret from the beginning, from the time that it was there 
am I, and now the Lord God and his Spirit hath fent me*. 
The Speaker declares that he is One /ent and yet the felf- 
exiftent God, whofe hand laid the foundation of the earth, 
ver. 13. and the Goel or Kin/man-Redeemer of Ifrael, ver. 17. 
a defigna:ion which can only belong to the Word made 
fiefs. He not only defcribes himfelf as fent, but proclaims 
his miffion in the’charatter of a Speaker. This, we know, is 
an eminent branch of the office of Mefliah. He evenappro- 
priates all the Revelations made to the church, from her 


firit exiftence, as immediately hist. He declares the pu- 

blicity 
Jefus our Way. It is prophefied concerning the Gofpel church; Thy 
teachers fball uot be removed into a corner any more, but thine eyes foalt 
fee thy teachers. And thine ears [ball bear a word bebind thee, faying, 
This is the Way, walk ye in it, chap. xxx. 20, 21. It is undoubtedly the 
work of the fervants of Chrift topoint him out as the Way The-teathers 
of the church, in primitive times, were thus employed They exhorted the 
difciples, as they had received Chrif Jejus the Lord, fo th-walk in him, 
Col 1 6. And they could only walk in him, as having received him as 
then Wiy. Itis promifed ; An highway fhall be there, anda way, aud 
it fball be-called the way of holine/s, Ufa. xxxv. 8. Now, the way into 
the holie is through the blood of Jejus; and it is confecrated, Heb. x. 
20, fo as to appear to be indeed the way of boline/s. The Lord faid by 
another prophet, Were zs the good way? and walk therein, and ye fall 
find re for your fouls, Jer vi.16 This is juft what he piomifed, 
when Mofes defired to know his Way. My Face fball go, and I will give.. 
you ref? And we have feen that this is what Jefus promifes, when in- 
viting finners to himfelf, Matt. xi. 28, 29. 


* The words may be read with equal juftice to the original. The 
Lord.God hath fent me and his Spirit. . 


f Vid. Heidegger. Hift. Patriarch. Part I. Exerc. iit. f, 12, &c. 
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blicity of thefe, the more to aggravate their incredulity. 
This very language does the Meflenger of the covenant 
apply to himfelf: I /pake openly to the world----and in fecret 
have I faid nothing, John xvii. 20 *. 

Although eya e141 had been ftill rendered J am þe, it would 
have expreffed no more than wit is often particularly 


declared, in the language of prophecy, concerning this 
illuftrious Meffenger, who is the I AM. For the fame per- 
. fon fays, Ifa. xlii. 13. Z am he: and he conneéts this with 
the following characters, I am the firft and the laft. Thefe 
he urges, in addrefling his church, as affording the moft 
powerful argument againft fear, chap. xliv. 6.---8. I am the 
jirft and the laft.---Fear ye not. Now, thefe very charac- 
ters does Jefus appropriate to himfelf, and apply in the 
fame manner, Rev. 1. 17. Fear not, I am the jfirft and the 
dafl. In the prophecy of Ifaiah, this language is given as 
that of JEHovAH, the King and Redeemer of Ifrael; be- 
fides whom there is no God ::`Thus faith JEHOVAH, the 


King of Ifrael, and his Redeemer, Jenova of hofts, I an 
the firft and the laft, and befides me there is no God. Ttiere- 


fore, either Jefus 1s a divine Perfon, or he was chargeable 
with robbery in afluming thefe characters. Either, it was he 
who, under the Old Teftament, uttered this language, and 
who was the King and Redeemer of Ifrael; or, the Gof- 
pel church, in her privileges, is infinitely inferior to ihe 
Jewilh. For Jefus is her King and Redeemer. Either, thefe 
characters are uled with {fuch peculiarity as to denote that 


they belong to God only, and that there is no God befides 
that Being to whom they are immediately afcribed; or 
they have no meaning, as here introduced. If the former 
be true, Jefus muft be truly God: for they belong to him. 
This exprefhhon, Z am he, is fo evidently ufed as empha- 

3 | tically 


* Ev xpuwrwerarnca uey. This is nearly the fame with the verfion of 
she Seventy, Oyn ev KPVPN ATABANKK. 
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tically denoting God, that many.learned men have confi- 
dered the pronoun N3771 as one of his names *. Itfeems. 
efpecially to denote the immutability of the divine nature, 
asin Pfalm. cil. 27. But thou art the fame, or thou art HE. 
Its emphafis is fometimes particularly expreffed in the 
Greek, and applied to our Lord, as in Heb. i. 12. Ludeo 
autos e613 and chap. xi. 8. Fefus Chrift, o autos, the fame, 
yefterday, &c. Had this been written in Hebrew, we may 
be affured from the tranflation of Pfal. cil. 27. according to 


the Septuagint, that ıt would have been NO 
The farne emphatic expreffion is ufed in another paflage 


formerly referred to, Ifa. lu. 6. Tey /hall know, in that 
day, that I am be that doth fpeak, or he, the Speaker. We 
have feen that this belongs to Jefus. Here he 1s evidently de- 
clared in his charatter as Meffiah. For it is Jefus who fpoke 
on earth, Heb. ii. 3. and who now /peaketh from heaven, 
chap. xii. 25. Our Lord’s language, even with refpect to 
thofe falfe Chrifts who fhould ap;ear, is fo remarkable, that 
we are under the neceflity of believing, that the ancient 
Jews underftood the words of the prophet, tbat I am he, of 


the Meffiah, and as exprefiing the very manner in which he 
would announce himfelf. Thus our Lord fays, Many /balt 


come in my Name, faying, oti eyo syt, that I am, Luke. 
xxi. 8. This is a literal tranflation:of the expreffion in 
Ifaiah t; nay, the very terms in which it is tranflated by 
the Seventy. In that folemn declaration, When ye have 
lift up the Son of man, then fhail ye know that 1 AM HE, and 
that I do nothing of myfelf, but as my Father hath taught me, I 
SPEAK thefe things, our Lord feems to repeat the very words 
of the prophecy; They Jail know in that day, that 1 AM 


HE that doth SPEAK f. Itis alfo faid, My people /hall know 


ke 
* Vid. Pfeifferi Dif. Script. Loc. Cent. 4. 1. 23. 
TNUTIIN' J 
f Tort yrocer Os ort eyo tigt, xnat—rTavTae aho, John vill. 28. Yvo- 
TITLE O ANOS [OY TO OVOUR HE EV TH NKEPZ EXEIN, OTE YW EIMI O RAADI 


Septuag. 
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my Name. What is this Name? The Speaker. This 1s the 
very defignation given him, Heb. xil. 25. tov Aaauvra. 

I {hall only add a proof that the ancient Jews, while 
they underftood the title am as proper to God, applied it 
to the Meihah. Mofes, in his laft fong, introduces JE Ho- 
van as faying; See now that Í, even Lam he, ard there ts 
no God with me: I kill, and I make alive; I wound, and I 
heal: neither is there any that can deliver out of my hand, 
Deut. xxvii. 39. This text is thus rendered by Jonathan ; 
“« When the Word of the Lord ithall be man-fefted t. re- 
‘deem his people, he {hall fay to all people: See now, that 
« Tam he, who am, who have been, and who fhall be,” the 
very language of our Saviour, Rev. i. 8. “and there is no 
“ other God befides me. [I in my revenge do kill, and I do 
“ .horough!y make alive my people of the houfe of Ifrael, 
“and I do heal them in the latter days.” As this bletiing 
has been referred to the latter days, by which the Jews ftll 
underftand the time of the Meffiah’s appearance, it has been 
juit! y inferred that itis he who is here called the Word. 

It 1s undeniable that the name JEHOVAH is equivalent to 
that of ram. Therefore, when God had, under the latter 
defignation, given to Mofes his commiflion, he repeats it in 
this manner; Tbus /halt thou Jay unto the children of Lfrael, 
JEHOVAH, the God of your fathers,—hath Jent me unto you, 
Ex. 11. 15. And again; Wherefore fay unto the children 
of Lfrael, I am JEnovan, chap. vi. 6. Of confequence, all 
the arguments formerly brought to prove that the name 
JEHOVAH 1s properly given to one in the character of an 
Angel, with equal force of evidence demonttrate his title to 
the name I AM. 

That one is revealed as JEHovAH who fends, and an- 
other as JEHOVAH who is fent, is as certain as any truth 
contained in the facred volume. For thus faith JEHOVAH 
of hofts, After the glory Lath he SENT me unto the nations 

D4 that 
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that [poiled you ; for be that toucheth you, toucheth the apple 
of his eye. For behold, I wil! Jhake mine hand upon them, 
and they Jhall be a fpoil to their fervants: and ye shall know 
that JEHOVAH of bofs hath SENT me. Sing and rejorce, O 
daughter of Zion: for lo, I come, and I will DWELL in the 
midjil of thee, faith Jenovan. And many nations Jhall be 
joined to JEHOVAH 22 that day, and fhall be my people: and 
I wll DWELL in the midft of thee, and thou fhalt know that 
JEHOVAH of bofis hath SENT me unto thee, Zach. u. 8.—11. 
This paflage evidently re‘pects the Gofpel difpenfation. 
For many nations are to be joined to the Lord. It 1s equally 
clear that the S-eaker is JEHovaH, and yet feat; that he 
who ts thus /fext by JEHovaH, is the avenger of God's peo- 
ple, comes undoubtedly in his incarnation, and dwells in the 
midjil of them *, as JEHOVAH; that they are bis people; 
and that they know both that he zs JEHOVAH, and that he 
is Jent by JEHovAH. If this be not the obvious meaning 
of the paflage, I, in the name of all who love our Lord 
Jefus Chrift, challenge Dr P. to thew what other it can 


' bear. 

From the preceding obfervations, and alfo from what we 
have formerly feen, when in-uiring into that character, the 
Angel of the Lord, it appears that this glorious Meffenger, 
even under the Old Teftament, performed all the work 
proper to the Meffiah, and afcribed to Jefus under the New, 
as far as the circumftances of that difpenfation would admit 
of it. Did the Mefliah come in our nature? This Angel 
often came in the likenefs of it, and was at times fuppofed . 
to be truly man Gen. xxxii. 24. Judg. xu. 16. Did Jefus 
declare that he was fent, and yet equal with the Father ? 

This 


* So ftriking ts the refemblance between the language of the Evan- 
gelift John, and that of the prophecy, efpecially as rendered in the Sep- 
tuagint thet we can fcarcely fuppofe that he did not mean to allude 
to it Eoxrnvocey tv nAciys John l. r4 KaTtascxnyoTo tv MICO cr, Sept. 
Bath expieilions properly fignify dwelling as in a tabernacle, 
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This Angel did the fame, Zech. ii. 11. Did the Son of 
God become one with thofe whom he was to /fanéfy ? 
Heb. ii. tr. The character of a Kzin/man-Redeemer to his 
peo le was fuftained by this Angel, Gen. xlvii. 16. Was 
it the w-rk of Jefus to reveal the whole will of God to the 
church? The fame work was performed by this Angel, 
before the coming of the Mefliah. Is Chrift promifed to 
the Gofpel church as the Angel of the covenant, nay, as 
himfelf the covenant of the people? Ifa. xlii. 6. It was this 
Angel who made the fame covenant with Abraham and his 
feed, Judg.u.1. It has been feen that the character of a 
Leader belongs equally to both. Is the one the Captain of 
our falvation? Heb. u.10. The other was Captain of the 
hofts of the Lord, Jofh. v.14. Is Jefus a Saviour? The An- 


gel.of God’s prefence faved his ancient people. Is the grace 


of our Lord ‘Fefus exceeding abundant ? The fame grace was 
confpicuous in this glorious Perfon. For zx bis love, and in 
bis pity he redeemed them, Ifa. Lxiii. 9. Does it belong to 
Chrift to forgive fin? Acts v. 31. The fame was the pre- 
rogative of this Angel. For he faid to Jofhua the high prieft, 
I have caufed thine iniquity to pafs from thee, Zech. ul. 4. 
Are Chriftians accepted in the Beloved? It was this Angel 
who rendered the facrifice of ancient believers acceptable, 
Judg. vi. 21. Is it the work of the Meffiah to intercede 
for his church? The fame office was fuftained by this An- 
gel. He prayed for Jofhua, that he might be delivered 
from Satan, Zech. 1. 2. juft as our Lord did for Peter, 
Luke xxi. 32. Does ıt belong to Jefus effectually to d/e/s 
his people, in turning them from their inigquities? A€s 
111. 26. The fame work was claimed by the Angel of JE- 
HOVAH. For he faid to Abraham, Ln dleffing I will blefs 
thee, Gen. xxii. 17. and he blefled Jacob in the very place 


where he prefented his fupplication, chap. xxxu. 29. 


Is Jefus the Deliverer of his people? Rom, x1. 26. No 
wile 
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wife inferior was the character of this Angel. For he was 
celebrated as encamping around them that feared him, and 
delivering them, Plal.xxxiv.7. Hadthe Mefliah a right to 
fend forth meffengers in his Name, to preach the gofpel to 
others? It was the Angel of the Lord who fent Mofes to 
the Ifraelites in Egypt, Ex. iu. 2. 14. and other prophets 
to their pofterity, 1 Chro. xxi. 18. Did Jefus communicate 
the Spirit ‘to church members? This glorious Meflenzer, 
in former times, put is Spirit in them, Ifa. Ixu. 11. Is 
the whole adminiftration of providence in the hand of 
Chrift? Equally important was the truft of this Angel, 
Gen. xxi. 18. xxl. 17. Are angels employed by Jefus, 
as his minifters, for making known his will, Rev. xxii. 16. 
and for accomplithing the purpofes, both of providence and 
grace? Heb.1i. 14. They occupied the fame ftation un- 
der the Angel of JeEHovanH, Zech. u. 3, 4.1.11. vi 8. 
Does Jefus /mite the nations with his /barp fword, and rule 
them with a rod of iron è Rev. xix. 15. He carries on the 
fame work with that Angel of the Lord who fmote the 
Affyrians, Jfa. xxxvii. 36. Does our Saviour vifit his 
church with afllictive difpenfations becaufe of fin, and Az// 
her children with death ? Rev. il. 22, 23. The fame Angel 
appeared with a drawn [word in his hand, and {mote the 
Ifraelites, fo that David was afrazd becaufe of the word of 
the Angel of the Lord, 1 Chro. xxi. 14.—16. 30. Both 


Jefus and this Angel claim that divine -character, 1 AM. 


Jefus being reprefented as /peaking from heaven, Heb. xii. 
25. he appears in the fame light with this Angel who 


called to Hagar, and to Abraham, out of heaven, Gen. xxi. 
17. XXil. 11.15. Is it Jefus whom we muft now Lear è 
‘The Ifraelites were under the fame obligation with refpeét 
to this Angel, Ex. xxi. 21. Is there no efcape, if we 
turn away from him that fpeaketh from heaven? Heb. 


Xil. 25. Concerning this Angel it was declared, He will 
not 
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not pardon your tranfgreffions. If, therefore, Jefus be not 
eflentially the fame as this Angel, the unity of the church 
1s loft. The patriarchs and their pofterity had one Saviour; 
and Chriftians have another. We are not bleffed with 
faithful Abraham, nor are we under the fame covenant. 
But as the f{cripture affures us that the whole adminiftration 
of the ancient church was Committed to this Angel, we 
have, as has formerly been feen, the fame inconteftable ev1- 
dence of the identity of this Angel and the Mefliah *, 


Our author obferves that ‘ it even appears to have been 
‘the great object of the Jewifh religion, as contained in 
“ the books of Mofes, to preferve in-the world the worfhip 
“ of the one true God, notwithftanding the univerfal ten- 
“ dency to polytheifm among all nations ın the early ages +.” 
Therefore, ıt may naturally be imagined that God, in his 
infinite wifdom, would ufe the moft proper means for at- 
taining this end; particularly, that if he made himfelf 
known under certain defignations, he would either confine 
all thefe entirely to himfelf, or if not all, yet fome of them, 
e{pecially fuch as might be expreflive of his eflence ; and 
that, if he ever ufed any of the reft in {peaking of crea- 
tures, he would ufe them evidently in an inferior fenfe. 
That he has acted in this very manner, is evident from the 
revelation which he gave to his peculiar people. Here we 
find him not only applying to himfelf, with-a ftriking pe- 
culiarity, fome of thofe defignations which are occafionally 
given to creatures ; but appropriating others,.as abfolutely 
incommunicable to them ın any {enfe whatfoever. 

All idolatry confifts in giving that glory to the creature 
which belongs to the Creator. One great fource of this, 
e{pecially to the more ignorant part of mankind, has been 
the miftaking of the creature for the Creator. It muf, 
therefore, be fuppofed that, 1f God hath ever employed 


mere 
% See p. 273, 274. ł Ear. Opin. vol. iu. p. 2. 
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mere creatures as inftrumentsin delivering his will to their 
fellow-creatures, he hath, in the profecution of his great 
end, ufed the moft effectual means to prevent the objects of 
the Revelation from apprehending that they immediately 
heard the voice of God. We can fuppofe no mean fo ob- 
vious, nor one that would fo direétly tend to prevent this 
miftake, as that of prohibiting thofe whom he employed 
from perfonating their great employer, ufing any of his 
names as if they might occafionally be given to them, or 
exprefling themfelves in fuch terms as might lead the 
hearers to imagine that God hinifelf was the immediate 


Speaker. If, on the contrary, this neceilary precaution 
hath been neglected ; if God hath permitted a creature to 


fay to his fellow, lam JEHOVAH, I AM THAT I AM; if he 
hath alfo directed thofe who were under the Spirit of infpira- 
tion, to record thefe Revelations in this very manner ; {fo far 
hath he been from uling thofe means that were moft confiftent 
with infinite wifdom, for the prevention of idolatry, that 
We cannot conceive that he could have taken more direct 
or effectual methods for eftablifhing it, although this had 
been his avowed defign in the whole of that Revelation con- 
tained in the Old Teftament. ' Could I believe all that 1s 
duppofed, and all this muft be believed by every one who 
denies the Supreme Deity of the Son, the God of Abra- 
ham ihould never be my God. 


C HAP. X.. 


Of the Caution which Jome Fathers are faid to afcribe to the 
Apofiles, in divulging the Doctrine of the Divinity of 
Chrift; and of the abfolute filence afcribed to them, on 
this fubjeét, by Dr Pricftley. 


UR author, in his firft work on this fubje&, endea- 
voured to prove, that the primitive church was 


known 
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known to be properly Unitarian, from the conduct of Atha- 
nafius in afcribing to the Apoftles “ great caution in di- 


« vulging the doctrine of the proper divinity of Chrift *.” 
It was replied by Dr Horfley, that Athanafius, in the paf- 
fage referred to, {peaks of unbelieving Jews only, and com- 
mends the wifdom of the apoftles in chufing the moft pro- 
per method of inftruchon ¢. A great, deal has been ad- 
vanced on both fides, in the progrefs of this controverfy : 
and it muft appear, to any impartial reader, that Dr Horí- 
ley has eftablifhed his point. But as our author has that 
peculiar happinefs of not being eafily put out of conceit 
with any thing he has once advanced, this is again brought 
forward m due form, in his large work. 

I do not mean properly to enter into the queftion with 
refpect to the difputed paflage, as it has been fo fully agi- 
tated already ; and would have faid nothing on the fubject, 
had it not feemed a piece of juftice to Athanafius, and to 
the truth, to produce a few extracts from his writings, which 
plainly {hew that he had a very different opinion of the 
conduct of the apoftles from that afcribed to him, and 
which, as far as I can recollect, have not been introduced 
in the courfe of the’ difpute. This may be the more pro- 
per, as, according to Dr P. “ the teftimony of Athanaiius, 
‘on account of his known orthodoxy, and of courfe, his 
“ unwillingnefs to make any needlefs conceffions to his ad- 
“ verfaries, may be thought to have more weight than any 
“ other f”. 

For. the fake of thofe who have not feen what has been 
already publifhed on this fubject, it may be previoufly ne- 
ceflary to quote the paflage which has occafioned fo much 


litigation. I fhall give it according to our author’s verfion: 
“Will they affirm, that the apoftles held the doéirine of 


OA ris, 


* Hitt. of Cor. vol. i. p. 12. 
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“ Arius, becaufe they fay that Chrift was a man of Naza- 
“ reth, and fuffered on the crofs? or becaufe they ufed thefe 
“ words, were the apoftles of opinion that Chrift was only 
“a man, and nothing elfe? By no means: this 1s not to be 
“imagined. But this they did as wife mafter-builders, 
“ and ftewards of the myfteries of God; ard they had this 
j good reafcn for it. For the Jews of that age, being de- 
“ ceived themfelves, and having deceived the Gentiles, 
“ thought that Chrift was a mere man, only that he came 
“of the feed of David, refembling other defcendants of 
David, and did not believe either that he was God, or 
“that the Word was made flefh. On this account, the 
“ bleffed apoftles, with great prudence, in the firft place, 
“taught what related to the humanity of our Saviour to 
“ the Jews, that having fully perfuaded tlem, from his m1- 
« raculous works, that Chrift was come, they might after- 
“ wards bring them to the’ belief of his divinity, fhewing 
“that his works were not thofe of a man, but of God. 
“ For example, Peter having faid that Chrift was a man 
“ who had fuffered, immediately added, He zs the Prince of 
“fife. In the Gofpel, he confefles, Thou art the Chrift, 
“the Son of the living God; and in his Epittle, he calls 
“him the Bi/bop of fouls *.” 
¥ Oudis YAE cuTcis atodtentor® OTE XAL AUTOL ob amosoAGE TH Agee 
pova" avBowmoy YLE AUTON ATO Naeger, rab araeSgTov TOY Koisa 
amaylearsciw, EKELvwY TOLVYV TOILUTO DeevraCorcvay, ae” emain Tob 
CNLATL TETOS ENENTAVTO, fLOVOY “aydewmEV noSTaY Tov XgiSoV ob amro- 
Soos, Xat GALOY SOEN 5 PN YevOTO® Bx ETI Ls E15 VV WOTE TETO Àd- 
Car AAAA HA TITO WS HENiTEXTOVES CWPOb, HOE 0LLOVYOMOI AUTTHEIOY 
Ore wewoinnact, nab THY -asTiay EBTI EvAoyor® Emredy YAP ob TOTE 
Jedasos arAavysevres, xb aangat, EAAnVAS, EvopesCur Tov Kerry 
Pedo awguro, novoy ex Tree natO Abd AoT at, xan’ cuororn- 
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Dr P. endeavours to fhew that Athanafius not only meant 
“the believing Jews, but them principally * ; that he did 
“not think that the apoftles had preached the doctrine of 
“the divinity of Chrift with much effect+; that he mult 
“be underftood to fay, that the Jewifh converts, while 
‘ (through the caution of the apoftles) they were ignorant 
‘of the divinity of Chrift, preached the Gofpel in that 
‘< {tate to the Gentiles t ;” and ‘ that Athanafius muf have 
‘ fuppofed that both the Jewifh and Gentile churches were 
« Unitarian in the time ot the apoftles ||.” His mode of pro- 
bation is very fingular. He objects to the proofs which Atha- 
nalius gives of the Apoftles having preached the divini- 
ty of Chrift, as not fufficiently di/tın §. Then, for the 
fupport of his objection, he makes a leap from the opznzoz 
of Athanafius to the zztention of the apoftle Peter; affer- 
ting, that “ in this fpeech he could not mean to allude to” 
the divinity of our Saviour f. The plain meaning of this 
is; Athanafus could not believe that the Apoftles preached 
this doctrine in a clear or diftinét manner, becaufe “ the 1n- 
« ftances he produces” are not fo di/izn@ as to prove it to 
the conviction of Dr Prieftley. 

Athanatius, in wluftrating the harmony of the Apoftles in 


the declaration of this doctrine, mentions an expreflion ufed 


by 


ad 


dT Any O~ ragg EYEVYETO EMIOTEUVUYe TITZ EVELLy META moans TNS erv- 
VETEDSG Ob MLAZ, LROTTCAOL TA Vd QTE OL TZ Tw TNE O SENYYITO TIEU- 
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YEYLREVWY CH ASW', cAnrudewats Tov Kee: bv, AOLTOV HX 15 TH Dies TAF 
Satay tO auTE TITY UTES AVA YAYAT Ouse yUYTES OTL TH YivOnesvae 
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by Paul in his difcourfe at Athens. Therefore, our author 


wifhes it to appear that, according to the ancient writers, 
the apoftolzcal referve on this head continued till about the 
year §3. I am aftonifhed that Dr P. can venture fuch 
an infinuation. For nothing can be more evident than that 
Athanalins reprefents the apoftle Peter as proceeding to the 


doctrine of the divinity, as foon as he had fully proved that 
Jefus was the Chrift, nay, as proving it by the fame argu- 
ments. For, according to the venerable Father, the apoftle 
having {hewn that Chrift was come, by his miracles, he 
rowrov xai in the reft of his difcourfe proved “ that the works 
“ done were not thofe of a man, but of God.” Why does 


Athanafius fubjomn, “ for example, Peter having faid that 
“ Chrift was a man who had fuftered, zmmedtately added, 


s< He ıs the Prince of Life,” unlefs he means this as an ex- 
ample of Peter’s preaching the divinity of Chriit as well as 
his humanity, preaching it ın the very fame difcourfe, 
preaching the humanity in fuch a manner as zmedzately to 
guard the honour of the divinity? 

J might quote many paflages from the writings of Atha- 
nafius, in which his fentiments, with refpect to the conduc 
of the apoftles and the faith of the whole church, appear di- 
rectly oppofite to thole imputed to hım by Dr P. But two 
or three may futhce. Illuftrating the doctrine of the Trinity, 
he fays; “ We fee that this was the tradition, and the 
“& doétrine, and the faith of the church univerfal from the 
“ beginning, which our Lord himfelf delivered, which the 
“ apofiles preached, and which the fathers preferved. For 
“in this is the church founded, and he who falls from it, 
“neither can be a Chriflian, nor deferves the name of a 


“ Chriftian.—That this is the very faith of the church, 
“they (the enemies of the Trinity) may learn from the 


“ commiflion which our Lord gave ts his apoftles, when 
“fending them forth. He commanded them to lay this 
I « foundation 
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“ foundation in the church, faying; Go ye, and teach all 
“ nations, baptizing them into the Name of the Father, of 
“ the Son, and of the Holy Ghoft. But the apoftles, going 
“« forth, taught in this very manner: and this is the, doc- 
“ trine which is preached throughout the whole church un- 
‘der heaven. The church, therefore, having this foun- 
“« dation of the faith, let them tell us, if it be a Trinity *.” 
Defcribing the errors of Marcellus and Paulus Samofatenus, 
he fays; “ Had they been actuated by any regard to the 
“future, had they believed the coming and the judgment 
“ of God, or had they been afraid of punifhment, they 
“ would have acceded to the faith, believed the Gofpels, 
‘and liftened to the apoftles, rather than to human rea- 
“fonings. For the apoftles, going forth, ftraightway with 
“the moft perfect harmony preached that Chrift was the 
“« Son of God, that he was born in Bethlehem of the feed 
“of David according to the fleth, that he was made like 
‘unto men, and crucified for men under Pontius Pilate. 
“ They declared that the fame Perfon was God and man, 
“ the Son of God and the Son of man from heaven and 
« from earth, umpaflible and paflible, and that he was no 

“ other 
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other, not two perfons, not’ two hy poftafes, not two ob- 
“ tects of adoration *.”’ 

Not only does Athanafius give this account of the preach- 
ing of the apoftles in general, but he elfewhere explains 
that very difcourfe of Peter, to which the paflage quoted 
by Dr P. refers. On this occafion, however, the worthy 
Father has not Dionyfius to vindicate from the charge of 
herefy in what he. had advanced in oppofition to the Sabel- 
lians, (whom Athanafius often reprefents as the Jews of 
that age,) and therefore, he does not find it neceffary to 
borrow an argument from the prudence of the apoftles in 
their manner of addreffing the literal Jews, the predeceffors 
of thefe heretics in unbelief. We may therefore conclude, 
that he ts capable of judging more coolly concerning the 
conduct of the apoftles. He 1s fo very particular, that ha- 
ving quoted thefe words, He hath made him both Lord and 
Chrift, Acts u. 36 t; he gives a long paraphrafe of them, 
in connexion with the reft of Peter’s difcourfe. ‘ Peter,” 
he fays, “having learned thefe things from Chrift (con- 
cerning his divinity and humanity) in both refpects cor- 
“ res the Jews,” faying ; ‘ O ye Jews, the holy {criptures 

‘ declare 


* Es yao weocidoxwy To nerrovy A Oey ETIÒNMIXY XAI xerow emte 
TTEVOY, € xoAaTEY EPooYYTO, TN WITTE Weorneyovto, evaryfersoss s~ 
mweatovro xai Arortoress nnorAstuy aArroy  Aoysreeoss QYTETIN 
Xerorcv yao eviews exnouzayv skerdovtss os Amorrorct ovpePovus xas 
axorsdws Tov vioy TH Cex, TSTOV £V Brasse yevndevree ex ore Lat Os 


Aabsd xaTa THE, TOV OpL0LwdEvT Ot aVIewmoss, Kab TTAUEWSEITR UTEP 
anewmay ems Llovrss [lsAats, auTov emay Ozov, avtoyv aVIPWTOY, dU- 
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-€declare that Chrift thall come; and you account him a 
‘mere man, as one of the defcendants of David. But the 
‘{criptures do not point him out in this light, but rather 
‘declare him to be Lord and God, and immortal, and 
‘the Prince of life.’ Then he makes Peter introduce thefe 
words, The Lord faid unto my Lord, &c. and the language 
of David concerning the refurrection of Chrift, and after- 
wards proceed in this manner ; ‘ If you therefore can prove 
‘that a perfon of this defcription has already come, and 
‘can demonftrate that he is God, then with propriety may 
‘you oppofe us.—Moreover, the figns which he exhibited, 
‘ prove that he was God incarnate, that he was life itlelf, 
‘and the Lord of death—After we were unwilling to 
‘know God by his Word, and to ferve our natural Lord 
‘the Word of God, it pleafed God to fhew his own divine 
‘power in man, and to draw all men to himfelf. But to 
‘have done this by mere man would have been unbeco- 
‘ming; left we having a man for our Lord, fhould have be- 
‘come-worfhippers of man. Therefore, on this account the 
s Word himfelf was made flefh, and the Father hath called 
‘him Jefus, and thus made him Lord and Chrift; that, as 
‘in the Name of Jefus every knee boweth, fo we fhould 
‘know him as King, and Lord, and at the fame time the 
‘Son, and through him know the Father.’ <“ Therefore, 
“ the greateft part of the Jews who heard thefe things were 
“ convinced, and afterwards acknowledged the Chrift *,” 

T 2 A 
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A little after he fays concerning the language of Peter; 
“ When he fpoke thefe things, he was by no means filent 
“ with refpect to the eternal and paternal deity of the. 
“ Son; as he had already obferved, that he had /bed forth 
“ the Spirit on us. But to beftow the Spirit in a fovereign 
“ manner, is not the work of a creature, but the preroga- 
“tive of God *.” In another place, he obferves even 
concerning 
AVTOV Exveel, CD” WY ETONNTE TNLLEWY Koes TEPATWI, HXOTHG NAY Xieje 
YET IE o mm e A Marry, Percy 0 OO, TO ÒE nas TOIAUTA TUL gop» 
ITAI LUTOV, 08% yeyove, desxvuct, Osov EIAI TOV EV CUUATI XAI AUTOV 


Evd THY Cun, xæ b Kupro Te Savers. Emen sx NIEANTHL LEV dig 


TS Aoys auTs emiyvwyas Toy Oiov, xae OsAcuras TO Quces dsrrorn h- 
pows To Aoyw TE Oss, nvdoxnoe o sO, so avJeurw dakai thy sevre 
XUPIOTNTA? XAL WavTas LAXUTAL WeOs ewuroy® ie avdeure de Wis rs- 
TO WOINTas ATPETES NI bva Ah avde wmroy Kuestoy ex ovress evea Tro Ade 
TEAL yeroutha’ dE TETO 0 Aoyos Tx es EVEVETO” HXi EXLAETE FTO OVOULE 
kuty Incovy, xai outws exoincey avTov Kupiony xas Xgisov o Tlatrng*— 
ty’ EV TO ovoearts INTOV, ov VMES ESAVPUTATE, WOTE may YOU xejn 
TTE, OVTWS xi Kougiov xat Bær UTOY TE TOY VOV ETIYIVWTK ALEV y 
Lab Ò CUTS TOY TWATEL Le Tovdeesay HEY OUV Ob DANTO TAUTA xY 
OYT, everoaemncay xai Aosmov Extyvwray tor Xgisove Ibid. p. 386, 
387.—With the fame propriety may we infer from this paf- 
fage, that, according to Athanafius, thefe Jews did not ac- 
knowledge the Chrift for a confiderable time after they were 
converted, as it is inferred from the other, that, in the opi- 
nion of this Father, the Apoftles did not divulge the do¢trine 
of the divinity of Jefus for a confiderable time after explain- 
ing the doctrine of the Meffiah. If, in the one cafe, he 
means that they confefled Chrift immediately upon their 
converfion, the fame intimate connexion muft be meant tin 
the other. For Acizev is the term uled in both places. If 
there be any difference, it is in favour of the other place. 
For there Athanafius alfo introduces evSus. 
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concerning thefe words, Fefus, a man declared by God in the 
midft of you, ver. 22. ‘* What is faid by the bleffed Peter 
“ proclaims the right and fincere doctrine of the Deity of 


“ the only-begotten, not feparating the perfon of God the 
‘Word from the man born of the Virgin +.” 

From thefe paflages let the reader judge, if Dr P. can 
reafonably perfift in afferting that in the opinion of Atha- 
nafius, neither the apoftles preached, nor the primitive 
Chriftians believed the divinity of our Saviour. 

The Doétor, with the fame defign, adds a variety of paf- 
fages from the writings of Chryfoftom and other fathers 
who lived in later ages. But it would ferve no good pur- 
pofe to follow him through this labyrinth. Although it 
were unqueftionably true, that all the fathers, whom he has 
quoted, were perfuaded that the apoftles were cautious in 
divulging the doctrine of the divinity of Chrift, becaufe of 
the prejudices of believing Jews, would we thence be un- 
der a neceflity of concluding that the primitive church 
was ignorant of the Deity of Chrift, or that the apoftles 
never preached this doctrine ? The confequence would, in- 
deed, be neceflary, were the opinions of the fathers the 
rule of-our faith. But, blefled be God, we have the fcrip- 
tures of truth: and we are as much bound to fearch them 

for ourfelves, as they were. If we find this precious doc- 


trine in the oracles of God; it does not concern us, what 
was the opinion of pious, but fallible men. As far as cir- 
cumftances correfpond, the divine Spirit fpeaks as directly 
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to us, as he did to thofe to whom the {criptures were im- 


mediately addrefled. 
Dr P. does not, however, entirely reft his proof, with” 


re{fpect to the condućt of the apoftles, on the opinion of 
the fathers. He afferts that, “ if we-look into the book 
“of Acts, we thall find that thefe /ublime doétrines (of the 


“ pre-exiftence and divinity of Chrift) were not taught in an. 
“ early period.—AIl the preaching of Chrift,” he fays, “ of 
“© which we have an account in the book of Acts, is that. 
“ Jefus was the Mefliah, whofe divine miffion was confirmed 
“ by miracles, efpecially that of ‘his own refurrection, and 


“ by the gift of the Spirit *.” But ıt 1s evident that almoft 
all the difcourfes, recorded in the Acts, were addretled to 
Jews who did not believe; and many of them -were the 
firt addrefles made to fuch. This, then, is the force of Dr 
P.’s argument: “‘ The -apoftles, in their firft difcourfes to 
“thofe Jews who rejected Chrift as a deceiver, did not 
“ clearly declare his Deity to them: therefore, they never 
“ gave any inftrudtions, on.this fubjeét, to thofe who did 
“ believe.” He, who can fee the force of this fort of rea- 
{foning, will {wallow any thing. 

Even fuppofing the truth of our author’s affertion, it 
would not be more difficult for us to affign a reafon for the 
conduct of the apofiles, than for him (on his own principle, 
that Jefus claimed no higher character than that of a human 
Mefhah), to thew, in a fatisfactory manner, why he fo fre- 
quently charged his difciples to ¢e// no man who he was. 

Though it were granted that, in the whole book of Acts, 
there was not one dire¢t declaration of the Deity of Chrift; 
yet on the ground of that fa& already mentioned, that al- 
moft all the difcourfes, which are there recorded, were ad- 
drefled'to unbelievers, it might be {hewn that it could not 
thence be jultly inferred, that the apoftles never preached 


this doétrine, or that the firt Chriftians did not believe it. 
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I fhall not argue from the exarnple of the great Prophet 
himfelf, who faid even to thofe difciples, who had attended 
him during the whole of his perfonal miniftry, I have many 
things to tell you, but ye cannot now bear them; nor from 
that prudence enjoined on them, when.he faid, Be ye wife 
as ferpents ; nor from the condué of one apoftle, who wile- 
ly availed himfelf of the difputes between the Pharifees 
and Sadducees. The argument founded on the prudence of 
the apoftles, may have been carried too far on the one hand; 
and it has certainly been unjuftly interpreted on the other. 

While we maintain that the difciples of Jefus believed 
and taught his Deity, their condu¢t in efpecially infifting, 
in the difcourfes referred to, on his mediatory charatter, 
may be fufficiently vindicated, from a variety of confidera- 
tions. | o 

How ardently foever they wifhed to convince the un- 
believing Jews of his divinity, they could not have chofen 
a more proper method than that which they adopted. The 
eye of the mind bears a ftriking řefemblancė to that of the 
body. Did natural light, in all its fplendor, at once burft 
upon the bodily eye, it would produce a temporary fufpen- 
fion'of its powers. Were this continued, it would foon de- 
ftroy the vifual faculty. But the God of nature hath wife- 
ly ordained the gradual diffufion of light. The fame order is 
preferved with refpect to the mind. In every fcience there 
are firft principles, the knowledge of which is primarily 
neceflary. If thefe be difregarded, the mind, inftead of 
receiving inftruction, is f{tiipified. Before the coming of 
Chrift, God dealt with his church as in an infantile ftate, 
imparting knowledge only by degrees, and extending his 
inftructions, juft as fhe was able to receive them. Under 
the New Teftament, he hath provided milk for’ babes, as 
well as /trong meat for them whole /en/es are exercifed. The 


Spirit teaches us that the firlt. principles muft be known, 
T 4 before 
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before there can be any progrefs towards perfeétion. Our 
Lord told his hearers of earthly things, before he would tell 
them of thofe that were heavenly, (John 11.12). Therefore, 
it was mott natural and proper for his apoftles, primarily to 
inform their hearers of thole earthly things which pertained 
to their Lord, as refpeéting his human nature. This was, 
indeed, the foot of that /adder by which they were to afcend. 
No reafoning can be more conclufive, or more convin- 
cing, than that which proceeds on the conceflions. or previ- 
ous convictions of thofe with whom we argue. This me- 
thod the apottles obferved. There is a faying of Peter, the 
found of which is fo plgafing to our author, that he lofes no 
opportunity. of introducing it. He gives it a place almoft 
in every, work on this fubject, large or {mall. “ The apo- 
“« {tles,”’ he fays, “and all who converfed with our Lord, 
“ before and after his refurrection, conlidered him in no 
“ other light than fimply as a man approved of God, by 
“ figns-and wonders which God did by him, Atts n. 22 *." 
But it is evident that Dr P, either wilfully or ignorantly, 
has never attended to the proper defign and real force of 
this language. The apoftle Peter does not, in thefe words, 
give a fummary of the common faith, But he particularly: 
mentions the humanity of Chrift, becaufe he was about ta 
{peak of his fufferings, death and refurrection, and wifhed 
to convince his hearers of their guilt in crucifying him, 
even from what themfelves believed. Had he faid; “ Jefus, 
“ the eternal Son of God, equal with the Father,—him be- 
“ing delivered,—ye have taken, and by wicked hands 
t have crucified and flain, and he hath rifen from the dead,” 
they would perhaps have confidered his language as a proof 
of their former char ge, that thefe men were full of new 
wine, ver. 13. The apparent contradictions would moft 
probably have prevented their giving him a further hearing. 
But 


* Hitt. of Corrupt vol. i. p. 2. Ear. Op. vol. 1. p. 11. vol. iii. Pe 210. 
434 Appeal, p. 16, General View, p. 13. &c. &c. 
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But he proceeds with them on grounds which they could 
not deny. While they believed that Jefus was a man, they 
could not refufe that he had the moft extraordinary at- 
teftations. Therefore he fays; “ Ye men of Ifrael, hear 
“ thefe words; Jefus of Nazareth, aman approved of God 
“ among you, by miracles, and wonders, and figns, which 
“ God did by him in the midh of you, as ye your/felves alfo 
s know; him being delivered,—ye have taken, and by 
« wicked hands have crucified and flain; whom God hath 


‘raifed up.” It is remarkable that, in all the places where 


we have met with -this -paflage, as quoted by our author, 
he does not once give the twenty fecond verfe fully. He 
generally throws out thefe words, which mark the true 
defign of the apoftle, as containing his appeal to the know- 
ledge of the Jews themfelves. He calls Jefus a man, juft 
as he calls him ‘Fe/us of Nazareth ; in both cafes, accommo- 
dating his language to their apprehenfions. From the mode 
of expreflion, there 1s no more reafon to infer that he ac- 
counted Jefus a mere man, than that, he confidered Naza- 
reth as the place of his nativity, becaufe he ufes that phra- 
feology which was common with the Jews, on this falfe 
fuppofition. 

He fays that Jefus was approved of God. But this phrafe 
does‘ not convey the full or proper meaning of amcdédey- 
wevov. It is, potated out in the plaineft manner, fet forth or 


demonftrated by God to, or among you, (1 Cor. iv. g.). Had 
the apoftle meant, as he is underftood by Socinians, to af- 


fure his hearers that Jefus was a mere man, he would have 
exprefled himielf very differently. He does not, in this 
place, particularly fpecify what Jefus was demon/trated to 
be. He either leaves a blank, which he was afterwards to 
fill up in the progrefs of his difcourfe ; or infinuates that 
the wonderful works, performed by him, moft clearly 
proved his title to all that honour which they knew he 


had 
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had claimed, and for claiming which, they had condemned 
him, that of being the proper Son of God. _ 

The infpired hiftorian Mofes calls thofe three men, Gen. 
xviij. 2. to none of whom this character really belonged. 
For two of them were angels, and the other was JEHOVAH. 
Why, then, does he call them men? Becanfe they appeared 
as fuch ; and becaufe Abraham, at firft, confidered them 
inno other light. In the fame fenfe, he who wreftled with 
Jacob is called a man, Gen. xxxii. 24, although he had 
power to blefs him, ver. 26. 29. and was truly God, If 
thefe might be called mez, who had nothing more than the 
appearance of human nature; much more he, of whom it 
is granted that he was truly man. If JEHovaH himfelf 
might receive this defignation, becaufe he aflumed merely 
the likenefs of our nature; it can be no argument again{t. 
his being God, of whom it is believed that he aflumed this 
nature in reality. Indeed, both Mofes and Peter fpeak of 
the fame glorious Perfon. | 

The apoftle’s addrefs is 2 ftriking example of the argu- 
ment ad hominem. It is as if he had faid, ** To confider 
“« Jefus merely ashe appeared to you in human nature, you 
“ cannot deny that he was a great and extraordinary per- 
“ fon, and that he had the higheft atteftation poflible. 
“ Therefore, when you crucified him, it muft have been 
“ with wicked hands.” His faying that God did thefe things 
by him, is no proof that heconfidered Jefus as a mere man. 
For though the works which our Saviour performed, 1n all 
their circumftances, were a full demonftration of his Deity ; 
yet the particular relation in which he performed them, 
was that of a fervant. Dr P. can derive no advantage 
from this language, unlefs he beg the queftion. For the 
warmett friend of the Deity of Chrift affents to the words 
in their proper meaning, as truly ashe. There was the 
greateft propriety in faying, that God did thele things by im, 


becaufe 
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becaufe the Jews had impioufly afcribed his moft iluftrious 
works to Belzebub. 


But it cannot be proved that the affertion, that God did 
thefe things by him, as man, excludes his divinity. For add 


the fulnefs of the godbead dwells in him bodily.’ The human 
nature of Chrift was the medium of the manifeftation of 
divine power. ` It is univerfally allowed by the orthodox, 
that our Saviour, even in his exalted ftate, received and re- 
ceives gifts in the man, Pfal. lxviii. 18. God alfo rat/ed him 
up. But can our author prove that this general defignation 
of the Deity excludes God the Son? Did he not declare 
that he had power to lay down his life, and to take it again? 

Little as Athanafius, according to our author’s teftimony, 
could find in favour of the divinity of Chrift in the a- 
poftle’s difcourfe, he found fomething even here. For, ex- 
plaining this -verfe, he fays; “ From thefe figns and mi- 
“‘racles which the Lord did, he was demonttrated to be, 
“not a mere man, but God incarnate *.” I am not fure, 
but the language might be properly rendered, wbich God 
in’ the midjt of you did by him; as expreflive of that an- 
titypical’ dwelling as in a tabernacle, of that real incarna- 


tion of a divine Perfon, fo long and fo frequently promifed 
to the church, in terms precifely of the fame import. It 
deferves our notice, that the promife in Joel, which the a- 
poftle illuftrates as the fubject of his difcourfe, is immedi- 
ately preceded by another, expreflive of God’s dwelling 7 
the midjt of his church, chap. 11. 27 fF. 

Thofe conclufions, to which the mind is neceffarily led, 


as the refult of its own principles, or of its previous con- 


victions and operations, have peculiar energy. Here were 
many 


* Agro yap TOV gyutinn Kab wv ETO Savuaciov o Kupios, artti- 
xin vy wwrus avdpur0c, anra Oros av tv comats. Contra Arianos 
Orat. 111. Opera, vol. i. p. 383. 


t See alfo chap. iil, 37. 
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many witnefles, folemnly teftifying that God had razfed up 

that very Perfon whom the Jews had crucified. The Holy 
Spirit evidently attefted thefe witnefles by the miraculous 

gift of tongues. Therefore, as foon as their hearers were. 
convinced of the truth of their teftimony, they would con- 

clude within themfelves, that Jefus had fuffered unjuftly. 
They would inftantly recollect the ground of his condem- 
nation by their Sanhedrim. This, they knew, was his. 
own teftimony, that he was the Son of God. Finding that 
his character was vindicated, in fo extraordinary a manner, 
they muft immediately have inferred the truth of that teftt- 
mony, and concluded that he was the Son of God, in that 
very fenfe according to which he was fuppofed to be charge- 
able with blafphemy, as making himfelf equal with God, and 
afferting his title to fit at the right hand of power. 

In that age, God condefcended to call the attention of 
carnal men, by evidence addreffed to their fenfes ; confirm- 
ing divine truths by miracles, which were a fign to them 
who believed not, 1 Cor. xiv. 22. It was, therefore,, moft 
natural for his ambaffadors, frji to appeal to thefe facts 
which had been fubjected to the {enfes of men; and to de- 
duce from them all thofe inferences that were native, as 


clearing the way for the reception of doétrines.-truly more 
fublime. 

Some of thefe difcourfes recorded in the Aéts were de- 
livered in fuch circumftances, that the difciples could not 
avoid this method, or at leaft, cquld not obferve any other 
fo proper. When cloven tongues, like as of fire, fat on each 
of them, and every man heard them fpeak in his own lan- 
guage; they were under a neceflity of accounting for thefe 
aftonifhing circumftances, in reply to the inquiries of fome, 
and to the ridicule of others, Acts 11. 12, 13. They could 


not anfwer that queftion, What meaneth this? without de- 


claring that it was the work of Jefus. They could not 
erfuade 


Chap. X. afcribed to the Apoftles. 30r 


perfuade their countrymen, that it was his work, without 
proclaiming his refurreétion and glory. They could not 
proclaim thefe, without referring to his death, and crimi- 
nating thofe who had crucified him. They could not con- 


vince them of their guilt in crucifying him, fo direćtly, 
as by proving that he was the true Meffiah. Tor it was 
only a part of their guilt, that they had rejecled the Son 
of God. This formally confifted in their rejecting him in 
the moft endearing character which he could fuftain, that 
of the promifed Deliverer. As all their national hopes, 


defires and longings centered here, the apoftles could not 
touch any other ftring that pofleffed fuch univerfal in- 


fluence. Indeed, they could not {hew that the effufion of 
the Spirit was the work of Jefus, without immediately 
defcribing him as Meffiah. For all the promifes of the 
gift of the Spirit referred to the time of his appearance : 


and it was not immediately as the Son of God, but as 


Mediator, that he had /hed forth that which they heard and 
Jaw. It was as being himfelf the Chri, the Anornted, 


that he communicated this anointing to others. As King 
of Zion, on occafion of his triumphant entry into his 
palace, he diftributed gifts to men, and proclaimed pardon 
even to the rebellious. .From him as the head of the body, 
exalted in Suman nature, did thefe influences defcend on the 


members. It would, therefore, have been highly improper 
to have paffed over his mediatory charaéter, the more im- 
mediate caufe of all this, in order to prove his divine na- 
ture, which was the more remote; efpecially as the remote 
caufe could not be believed, without a previous conviction 


with refpect to the immediate. 
The fame obfervation will apply to the addrefs of the 


apoftles to the council, when they were interrogated in 
regard to their healing the impotent man, Aéts iv. 5.—12. 
The rulers faid; ‘* By what power, or by what name have 

2 “ye 
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“ ye done this?” The apoftles replied; “ If we this day 
“ be examined of the good deed done to the impotent man, 
“by what means he is made whole; Be it known unto 


“ you all, —That by the name ‘of Jefus Chrift of Naza- 
“ reth, whom ye crucified, whom God raifed from the 
‘¢ dead, even by him doth this man fland here before you 
“ whole.” They declare that the cure was effected in 
confequence of the exaltation of Jefus as Mediator, of his 
being razfed, and becoming the head of the corner, ver. 12. 
And this was, undoubtedly, the moft proper courfe that 
the apoftles could take, in the firft inftance at leat. For 
their miraculous powers proceeding from him as Mediator, 
every time that thefe were exercifed, there was a renewed 
vindication of his character, and a new evidence of the 
great guilt of his perfecutors. | 

It was as neceflary to believe the real humanity of 
Chrift, as the truth of his divinity. For without ‘the one, 
men could receive no benefit from the other. The works 
afcribed to him, as properly his own, are fo great, that, to 
reafon, it feems fully as difficult to believe that he was 
truly man, as that he was the Son of God. Had not the 


apoftles guarded againft this extreme, the Jews who, from 
their writings, were fo well acquainted with the inter- 


vention of angels, might have fallen into that error, which 
fo generally prevailed in fucceeding ages, of fuppoting that 
Chrift had only the appearance of humanity, and that he 
only feemed to fuffer, to die, to rife again, and to afcend. 
His own difciples, both before and after his death, when 
they faw him fufpend the ordinary laws of nature, were 
under the temporary influence of this error. When they 
beheld him walking on the fea, they were troubled, faying, 
It is a Spirit, Matth. xiv. 26. When, after his refurrection, 
he ftood in the midft of them, the doors being fout, they were 
terrified and affrighted, and fuppofed that they had feen a 

2 Spirit, 
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Spirit, Luke xxiv. 37. The Holy Ghoft, who afterwards 
fpoke by them, not only guatded their immediate hearers 
againit this error; but, forefeeing its future prevalence, 
provided the church with a fufficient antidote. 


It was neceflary that the difciples fhould efpecially de- 
clare the divine miffion of Jefus as the Meffiah ; becaufe in 


this character he wrought falvation. It was only as fent 
by the Father, that he could be the Saviour, as his /er-vant 


and e/eé?, that he was to receive the Spirit and bring forth 
judgment to the Gentiles, Ifa. xlii.1. The knowledge of 
Jefus as the eternal Son of God, could, of itfelf, have been 
of no real advantage to finful men. Therefore, before his 
coming, his divinity was {till revealed in the moft intimate 
connexion with his mediatory character. Did the Father 
teftify to the Ifraelites, that his Name was zz him? He, at 
the fame time, revealed him as an Angel or Meffenger, 
commanding them to obey bzsivozce. When he was declared 
to be a begotten Son, and exhibited as the object of faith, 
he was alfo proclaimed King over Zion. That character, 
the mighty God, 1s given him 1n connexion with others ex- 
preffive of his office. When his gozmgs forth are faid to 
have been from of old, from everlafiing, he is at the fame 
time defcribed as the Ruler of Ifrael, who fhould come forth 
out of Bethlehem. 

Thus, alfo, the apoftles took the moft proper plan for 
combating the prejudices of the Jews. We have heard a 


great deal concerning their firm perfuafion that the Meffiah 
was to be`a mere man. It is granted on both fides, that 


the dottrine of the refurreffion was denied by many of 
this people. Perfons of this defcription could have no fear 
of God, and, of confequence, no refpect to Jefus, although 
declared to be divine. But a conviction of the truth of 
this doctrine, as examplified in him when once produced in 


their minds, would be a mean of awakening them to con- 
cera 
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cern about their eternal interefts. There was another pre- 
judice, fully as powerful and prevalent among them, as 
any of the former. This was in favour of a falvation 
merely of a temporal nature. While this remained, the 
proclamation of a divine Saviour would be defpifed. But, 
as the refurrecition of Jefus proved that he was the true 
Meffiah ; his previous fufferings, and his entrance into 
glory, would convince thofe who did not reject the former 
evidence, that he came to accomplifh a {piritual falvation. 
By ftriking againft the prejudices laft mentioned, the a- 
pofties Jazd the axe to the root of the tree. Although it 
were certain, that the Jews of that age generally believed 
that the Meffiah was to be no more than man; while we 
know the dottrine of {cripture, and the faith of their pro- 
genitors, we muft be perfuaded that the great reafon of 
their delufion in this refpect, was their having loft all fpi- 
ritual apprehenfions of his work and kingdom. 

The method, adopted by the apoftles, feems to have 
been confonant to that of God himfelf, in making known 
to his people the character of Jefus. He firt gave them 
the moft abundant, and the moft fatistatory evidence of 
the dignity of the Perfon whom he fent. This confifted in 
his own teftimony from heaven, in the teftimony of John 
the Baptift, in that of Jefus himfelf, and in that alfo of his 
works, to which he often appealed as undeniable proofs of 
his divinity. Thence the apoftle John demoniftrates that, al- 
though bzs own received him not, it was not for want of evi- 
dence. For he fays; We beheld his glory, the glory as of 
the only-begotten of the Father.’ In the introduction to his 
firft epiftle, he alfo fhews that the Word of lıfe was moft 
clearly manifefted. But God had another, and a final, evi- 
dence in referve for them. This, indeed, more immedi- 
ately referred to the mediatory character of Jefus. It was 


ww other than the fign of the prophet Jonase Need we 
| | wonder, 
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wonder, then, that the apoftles fhould efpecially infift on 
his refurrection ?. They could not prove, or even mention 
this, without afferting his humanity. They generally af- 
cribe the work to God. But this was alfo proper. For it 
was a direct proof of the innocence of Jefus, tending to 


remove the prejudices of the Jews againft him as an im. 
poftor, and a blafphemer. It was alfo a certain demonftra- 


‘tion of the perfettian of his mediatory work. While the 


apoftles afcribed the refurrection to God, they denied it to 
Jefus as man only; but, as has been feen, did not exclude 
the {fecond Perfon of the Trinity, any more than the firfk 


or third. 

The mediatorial charaéter of Jefus was that fpecial 
point of teftimony with which he entrufted his fervants. 
lf they clearly and fully declared this, the primary end of 
their miffion, efpecially as refpecting their countrymen, was 
fulfilled. It being once eftablithed that Jefus was that illu- 
{trious Perfon foretold, the Jews were referred to more ans 
cient, and, to them, more inconteftable proofs, as to his 
effential dignity. Thefe were their own {fcriptures. To 
thefe our Lord himfclf had appealed, when proving his 
equality with the Father. He had accufed his hearers of 
difbelieving the teftimony of Mofes, becaufe they rejected 
his: Had ye believed Mofes, he fays, ye would have believed 
me, John. v. 46. The fame method was obferved by his 
fervants. To mention one inflance only; it is evidently 
the defign of Stephen, to prove that the prophet foretold 
by Mofes was that Angel who declared that he was the God 
of Abraham, of Ifaac, and of Jacob, Acts vil. 30, 31, 32. 


37, 38. 
It was not the principal work of the apoftles to pro- 


claim the eflential dignity of the promifed Mefhah. This 
had been done in the cleareft manner, in the promifes and 


Vor. I. U predictions 
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predictions refpecting his appearance. Nor was it the im- 
mediate end of their miffion,. to unfold the nature of the 
mediatory office, the perfonal qualifications neceflary for 
the difcharge of it, the means by which the work of the 
Mediator was to be accomplifhed, or the evidences of its . 
actual completion. All this was alfo done to their hands. 
The great defign of the law, and of the writings of the 
prophets, being to teftify of Chrift in thefe refpects; had 
the apoftles directly entered on this work, their. condué 
would have contained a reflection on the Spirit of prophecy, 
as if it had not been the te/fzmony of Fefus. They were efpe- 
cially to identify the Perfon of whom Mofes, in the law, and 
the prophets, did write. For this is indif{penfably neceflary 
in all evidence that has a perfonal refpect. They were to 
{hew that this very Jefus, whom the Jews had crucified, was 
he. For, after the coming of the Mefliah, how juft foever 
the abftraét notions that men might entertain concerning his 
revealed character, if they denied that Jefus was the per- 
fon, notwithftanding their having fufficient means of infor- 
mation, they expofed themfelves to the danger of dying iz 
their fins. The apoftles were to identify the Perfon, by 
fhewing that all thofe fenfinle evidences of the accomplith- 
ment of the work of mediation, which had been promifed 
in the fcriptures, were verified in Jefus; particularly inshis 
wonderful works, his great humiliation, his fufferings to the 
death, his refurrection, afcenfion, and effufion of the Spirit. 
That this was their more immediate work, 1s evident 
from what our Lord fays to them with refpect to the end 
of their miffion: J fent you to reap that whereon ye beflowed 
no labour: Other men laboured, and ye are entered into their 
labours, John iv. 38. He refers not only to his own and 
the Baptift’s labours, but to thofe of all the prophets. He 


reprefents them as fowers, and the apoftles as reapers: 
Herein 
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Herein'ts- that f uying true, One foweth, and another reapeth, 
ver. 37. The’ prophets had the laborious work: of phowing 
up the fallow ground ;'of fowing, among a carnal people, 
the precious’ doctrine concerning the Perfon and Office of 
the Saviour. The apoftles‘are faid, like reapers, to enter 
into their labours ; becaufe their principal work was to de- 
clare that Jefus was that Meffiah fo particularly defigned by 
the prophets, to produce fufficient’ evidence of this, and thus 
to reap the fruits of théir labours in the converfion of mul- 
titudes.. The primitive: church -underftood our Saviour’s 
words in this very fenfe. Thus they are explained by 
Irenæus. ‘‘ Who are thefé who /aboured?—This is evi- 
“ dently to be underftdod:of the patriarchs and prophets, 
“ who alfo prefigured our faith, and diffeminated in the 
“ earth the dodtrine of the coming of the Son of God, de- 
“ claring ‘who and what: manner of perfon he fhould be; 
“ that their fucceflors, who feared the Lord, might readily 
ii acknowledge the ‘coming of Chrift, being inftruéted by 
“ the prophets.” This he illuftrates, firt by the conduct 
of Jofeph, in retaining Mary, after being informed that fhe 
was with child of the Holy. Ghoft; then, by the fudden 
converfion of the Eunuch. ‘ On this account,” he fays, 
“ Philip, when he found the Eunuch of the Queen of E- 
“ thiopia reading thefe things which are written, eafily 
‘© perfuaded him to believe that the perfon fpoken of was 


“ Chrift, who was crucified under Pontius Pilate; and fuffer- 
“ ed whatever the prophets foretold 5 and that he was that 


“ Son of God who gives eternal life to men. And as 
“ foon as he had baptized him, he departed from him. For 


“ nothing befides was: wanting .to him who was before in- 


“ ftructed by the!prophets.* .He was not ignorant of God 
“ the Father :—but only of the advent of the Son of God, 


* which being foon made acquainted with, he went on his 


os: U2 - ns way 
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“ way rejoicing, and ‘became a preacher of the-coming of 
“ Chrift in Ethiopia. On this account alfo, the apoftles, 
“ when gathering the loft fheep of the houfe of Ifrael, and 
“ addrefling them from the fcriptures, fhewed that Jefus, 
‘ who was crucified, was the Son of the living God, and 
‘€ perluaded great multitudes *.” 


They were to prove the mediatory character of Jefus, 
e{pecially from that /en/fible evidence with which they had 
been favoured, not for their own fakes only, but for the 
behoof of others. What they had Jeen with their eyes, and 
looked upon, and beard, anid handled.of the living Word, they 
were to déclare:to others. Therefore, they are called eye- 
witneffes of the Word, Luke i. 2. When defcribed in this 
character, the death and refurre€tion of Jefus, with remiffion 
of fins through his blood, are fometimes mentioned as the 
principal articles of their teftimony, chap. xxiv. 46.—48. 
Thus it beboved Chrift to Juffer, and to rife from the dead 
the third day, and that repentance and remuffion of fins foould 
be preached in his name—And ye are his witneffes of thefe 
things +. It is fomettmes extended to all the .circumftances 
of his life, as well as of his death, refurrection and glory, 
Acts x. 39. 42. On other occafions, the refurrection alone 
is mentioned, as if ıt had been the only article of their te- 
ftimony ; becaufe it was the great evidence of the perfection 
of his character, including ‘all the reft. Therefore, when 
the vacancy in the facred college was to be fupplied, the 
definition of an apoftle is fimply given in thefe words ; One 


mujt be ordained to be a witnefs with us of the refurrecton, 
Acts 1. 22. 


It may be faid, that ‘if Jefus was truly God, it would 


“ have tended more dire¢tly to illuftrate his dignity, had the 
: “ apoftles 


* Tren. Lib. tv. c. 49, + See alfo Acts v. 31, 32. xiii. 3r. 


Chap. X. aferibed to the Apoftles. 309 


“ apoftles plainly declared that he rofe from the, dead by 
“« his own power.” But the doctrine of the refurrection, 
urged in this manner, would not have fo properly .confirm- 
ed that of remiflion of fins through his blood. The a- 
poftles were bound efpecially to declare, that he ‘was raz/ed 
again for our juftification, that his refurrection was the great 
evidence of: the perfection of his obedience and fufferings as 
our Surety, and of the acceptance of his work by God the 
Father, ating as Judge. When preaching the doctrine of 
falvation, it was neceflary for them -to adhere to the œco- 
nomy. For they could preach tt on no other ground. And 
even in adhering to this, they had abundant opportunity of 
declaring the dignity of the Perfon. 

But the apoftles were not the only witnefles of thefe 
things. ‘The Spirit of God concurred in this teftimony. 
Now, he is fpoken of as a joint witnefs with them: We are 
His witnelfes ;—and fo alfo is the Holy Ghoft, Acts v. 32. 
Elfewhere, he is reprefented as a fuperior witnefs, confir- 
ming their teftimony, and attefting themfelves: God alfo 
bearing them witnef/s with figns, and wonders,—and gifts of . 
the Holy Ghoft, Heb. ii. 4. By his miraculous gifts, he at- 
tefted them as faithful witnefles. His own teftimony con- 
cerning Jefus efpecially ref{petted the perfechon of his work 
2s Mediator, his glory and power as exalted in human na- 
ture. As fent to the church, he is the Spirit of Chrift, 

1 Pet. i. rz. that 1s, of the Mefhlah. As Jefus is called the 
Chrif, becaufe he was azornted by the Spirit ; the latter is 
called the Spirit of Chrift, becaufe he is communicated by 
him in his mediatory charaéter. We mutt, therefore, fup- 
pofe that 1t 1s more directly his work, unaer the New Te- 
_ ftament dilpenfation, to teftify of Jefus, in this very refpett. 
When it1s faid, John vit. 39. that the Holy Spirit was not 
yet given, becaufe that Fefus was not yet glorified; it is 
plainly. intimated that the effufion of the Spirit was the 
U 3 creat 
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great evidence’ and teftimony of the glory of Jefus ‘as Me- 
diator. To thé fame purpofe is the language of Peter, 
AGs ii. 33. Therefore being by the right hand of God ex- 
alted,—he hath fhed forth this which ye now fee and hear. 

Afterwards, he appeals to the effufion of the Spirit; as the 
external evidence of the exaltation of Jefus as’ a‘ Prince, 
and a Saviour, ver. 36. THEREFORE, Jet all'the boufe of 
Ifrael know affuredly, that God. hath made that fame Jefus 
both Lord and Chrift. As the Spirit of Chrift teftified be~ 
fore-hand the fufferings of Chrif, and the glory that fhould 
follow ; after both, he teftified the fatisfađtory nature of the 
one, and the certainty of the other. 

It being, therefcre, peculiarly incumbent on the aroftles, 
to declare the refurrection and the glory of Chrift, with the 
gift of the Holy Spirit to him, that he might communicate 
it to others; it is evident that they could not: give their 
teftimony in a proper manner, without afcribing thefe 
things to God. For as the refurrection refpected a part of 
the humanity of Jefus, the glory that followed efpecially 
terminated on this nature. The-apoftles could not in ftri& 
propriety of language diftinctly {peak of his divine nature 
as fuffering, dying, rifing again, and being glorified. Be- 
fides it 1s granted, on all hands, that Jefús, as Mediator, was 
the Father’s fervant. ‘Therefore the gift of the reward 


muft be afcribed to the Father. For ıt was a judicial a&, 
in confequence ‘of that work which the Mediator had 


: ~finithed. 


The propriety of their conduct will yet further appear, 
from the natural and neceflary confequence of a belief of 
the mediatory character of Jefus. The attention of their 
hearers was firft arrefted by a declaration of the refurrec- 
tion and glory of that -very Perfon whom'they had cruci- 
fied. They could not difbelieve thefe things, becaufe they 
were not merely attefted by men of unexceptionable cha- 
7 racters, 
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racters, but by the Spirit of God. For they not only Jaw 
the ancient and well known fymbol of the Divine prefence 


abiding on each of the apoftles, which would moft probably 


bring to their recollection the teftimony of the Baputt, 
that he who came after him fhould baptize them wrth fire, 
as the fenfible emblem of the baptifm of the Holy Ghoft: 


but they beard unlearned men addrefling every man in his 
own language. Therefore, unlefs they fhut their eyes and 
flopped their ears, they could not deny the prefence and 
operation of the Spirit, or doubt that he confirmed the tefti- 
mony of the fpeakers. As foon as they were aflured of 
the truth of the faéts attefted, they would naturaily inquire 
into the’extent of the charaéter of Jefus. Thus, alfo, taeir 
minds would be prepared for receiving information. This 
mode of inftruction a poftértorz is far better: calculated for 
the generality of- minds, than that a przorz. The apoltles 
themfelves learned the meaning of Chrift’s fayings, and the 
dignity of his Perfon, moft fully from the event. Not till 
after his refurrection, did‘ they underftand that, when he 
faid, Deftroy this temple, &c. he fpake of the temple of his 
body,’and ‘that: the literal temple was only a type of this. 
When,'as that King who brought falvation, he entered in 
humble -triumph into Jerufalem, and was hailed by the 
multitude as he-that came in the Name of the Lord; thefe 
things underftood not his difciples at the firl: but when 
Yefus was glorified, then remembered they that thefe things 
were written of him, and that they had done thefe things 
unto him’, John xii. 16. 

We' have already feen, that thofe who received the 
teftimony of the apoftles, muft have confidered the refur- 
rection of Jefus as a Divine vindication from the charge of 
blafphemy, on the ground of which he was condemned; 
and of courfe, as a convincing evidence of the truth of that 
tefumony, which he fealed with his blood: Therefore, al- 


U 4 though 


912 Of the Condult Book II. 


though it did not appear, from the compendious hiftory of 
the Acts, that the apoftles formally deduced this conclufion, 
we might be aflured that they had it ultimately in their 
view. We might even fuppofe, that they particularly ex- 
prefled it, on various occations. For we know that they 
were uniform in their doétrine. And we find one of them 
exprefsly teftitying, in another place, that Jefus. was de- 
cared to be the Son of God with power,—by the refur- 
rection from the dead, Rom.'1.,4. that 1s, he was power- 
fully exculpated from the unjuft fentence of his adverfaries, 
when they condemned him for blafphemy againft God, be- 
caufe he called himfelf his Soz. a 
When the apofties {poke.of Jefus as having alcended, as 
having received the promile of the Spirit, and as beitow- 
ing fuch precicus gifts as repentance and remifhon; the 
Jews muft neceflaruy have inferred, that he was exhibited 
as a divine Perfon. If they believed that he had fuch power 
and glory, they muft alio have believed his Deity. For 
their own prophetical writings declared that 1t was God 
who fhould thus afcend, and receive gifts, Pfal. lxviii. 18. 
When they knew that Jefus was exalted to give, even to 
his murderers, they could not but conclude that this was he 
who was defcribed as the God of ther faivation,.who fhould 
receive gifts even for the rebellious *., The very idea of 
his having power to forgive tins, would, according to their 
own principles, fatisfy them that he was truly divine. For 
it was a received maxim with them, how filly foever it 
may appear to their more enlightened friends the Socinians, | 
that zo oze could forgive fins but God only. In a word; they 
could not believe that- Jefus would judge the world, with- 
out either believing that he was a divine Perfon, or re- 


nouncing 


” Indeed, by an attribution of what ftiictly belongs to one nature to 


the whole perfon, it 1s exprefsly déclared that Go? wirs—recetued up inte 
gory, 1 Tim. iu. 16, | 
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nouncing that article of their. Creed, fo-long received as 

matter’ of infpiration, that God was Fudge runsech Pfal. 
1:6, - 
Hitherto, I have — of means only ; God, in the ‘ger 
neral tenor of his operations, as-regularly, employing thele, 
as if the fuccels wholly depended on them; and it being 
incumbent on, his fervants to obferve. the fame . method. 
But when it is confidered, that the apoftolical addiefles were 
accompanied, not merely by the outward and extraordi- 
nary: operations of the Spirit, but, to.all. who believed, by 
thoje that were inward and efheacious; the argument ac- 
‘quires additional force. They would be led to form the 
conclufions already mentioned, not merely by'the dictates 
of reafon, and from the neceflary connexion of the truths 
which they newly embraced with thofe formerly. believed ; 
but efpecially by that Spirit of truth, who was promifed to 
fad into all truth, and whofe {pecial work was to teftify of 
Jefus. 


C H A P. XI 


Proofs from the Book of A&s, that the Apoflies'taught the 
Dotrine of the Divinity of Chrif.’ 


T has been feen, that the apoftles fulfilled the primary 
end of their mifhon, in preaching that Jefus was the 
Mefliah ; and ‘that the evidence by which they proved this 
dogtrine, was fuch as neceffarily implied that he was a di- 
vine Perfon. But this is not all. From their difcourfes, 
récorded in the As; and from other circumftances there 


narrated, 1t appears that they not only believed this doc: 
trine, but taught it, even in addreffing unbelievers. 


The 
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| The prayer for direction in‘the choice of: an. apottle, 
in room of : Judas, would féem to Have beén: addrefled 
to Jefus, as the fearcher of hearts, chap. 1. 24. Not only 
is ‘he generally diftinguifhed, in the .New Teftament, as 


Lord; but this defignation is, in ver. 21. joined with that 


of Jefus. - The language 1s; Thou, Lord, who knoweft the 
hearts of ‘all men, Jhew whether of thefe two thou haft cho- 
fen. Now, it cannot bé refufed, that the choice of -an apoftle 
properly belonged to the Head of the Church; arid that this 
was a tight which he’tlaimed-and exercifed, ‘while on earth. 
Therefore it is faid, ver. 2. that’ he gave commandments unto 
the apoftles' whom HE hid chofen. But if he was not the 
object-of this prayer, though he 'chofe all the reft, he had 
no hand in the choice of Matthias. On this fuppofition, 
a-ftrange contradiftion muft be admitted; that his honours 
and privileges ‘were -diminifhed by his exaltation. The 
very end of the choice was, that one might take part of 
this minifiry and apoftle/bip. Butif Jefus did not choofe 
him, how could he be an Apofile of Fefus, that is, one fent 
by him? 

The language ufed in this prayer, 1s perfectly applicable 
to the Saviour. For he declares, that a// the churches fhall 
know that itis he who fearcheth the reins and hearts, Rev. 
ii. 23. Can we fuppofe, then, that he fhould either deprive 


himfelf or be deprived of this firft opportunity, after his 
afcenfion, of difplaying his omnifcience and fovereignty, 
or of one fo important : ? a 

Nor wasut uncommon for his difciples to addrefs him as 
the hearer of prayer. For we learn from the next chap- 
ter, that Peter, when. filled with the Holy Ghoft, (ver. 4.). 
applied the prophecy of Joel to Jefus, as as the object of in- 
vocation, ver. 21. And it Jeall come to pafs, that whofoever 


fhail call on the name of the Lord, Soall bé faved. Now. 


thele words evidently refpet our Saviour. For that preat 
E and 
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and notable day‘of the Lord, mentioned in the preceding 


verfe, is the fame which is elfewhere denominated the: day 
of the Lord Fefus, 1 Cor. v. §. 2 Cor. i. 14° But there can 
be no reafonable doubt, that the prophecy refpects hiin as 
the object of invocation. For another apoftle exprefsly ap- 
plies it to the Lord Fefus, Rom. x. 9.—13. It is remarkable 
that thefe words are immediately introductory to that lan- 

, guage, of which our author has ‘made fuch a handle ; Yefus 
of Nazareth, 'a man approved of God, &c. 

The apoftle Peter, even whilé {peaking of Jefus ‘as Me- 
diator, throws in a declaration ftrongly expreflive of ‘His 
Deity: Whom God hath raifed up, having loofed the pains 
of death, becaufe it was not poffible that he could be holden of 


zt, ver. 24° He does not mean that the refurreétion of Jefus; 
as accomplifhed by God, was the reafon why he could not 
be holden of death; as if the power of God, effecting this 
refurrection,., were oppofed to the power of death. For 
then he ought to have faid; ‘ It was not poffible that he 
«< could be holden of death, becaufe God raifed him up.” 
But it 1s directly the reverfe; God ra:fed him up,—becaufe 
he could not be bolden of death.” Indeed, God the Father, 
in the charatter of Judge, gave him this acquittal, becatile 
of the perfection of his facrifice. But had Peter meant 
nothing more, he would moft probably have faid,—* be- 
« caufe it was not juft, &c. Thus, it would have been, 
oux nv dinatoyve But inftead of this, it is oux nv dwatoy. This 
exprefles the natural dignity of the Perfon. Another word 


is added, which conveys the fame idea,—xeateoba. The 
literal fenfe of the expreffion 1s; “ becaufe it was not pof- 


“ fible that he fhould be retained under its power. Could 


an in{pired apoftle apply this language to a mere man, how 
innocent foever? Does ıt not neceffarily imp!y that ‘the 


-Perfon defcribed is effentially the Prince of Life ? 
When declaring the faith of David, that of the fruit 


of 
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of bis loins,—God would rarfe up Chrif, the apoftle throws 
in this important parenthefis, according to the fle/b, ver. 3%. 
Tf Jefus hath no other nature than the human, is not this as 
abfurd a reftriction as ever was uled ? 

In the procefs of his difcourfe, he obferves that Jefus, 
being by the right band of God exalted, and having received 
of the Father the promife of the Spirit, bad Jhed forth that 
which they faw and beard, ver. 33. Dr Horfley has re- 
marked that here “ the three Perfons are dutinctly men- 
“ tioned in a manner which implies the divinity of each ;” 
and that the expreflion ts .maæteos, of the Father, in which 
we have “ the fubftantive with the article prefixed, denotes 
es a perfon, whofe charatter 1t 1s to be the Father ;” pater- 
nity being “ the property which individuates the Perfon *.” 
There feems alfo to be fomething peculiar in the introduc- 
tion of the effential Name God, before that of thefe perfonal 
defignations, the Father, and the Holy Ghoft. We cannot 
think of areafon for this peculiarity, unlefs it denote that, 
although according to the ceconomy of our redemption, 
the exaltation cf Jefus 1s more immediately alcribed to the 
Father, this is not to be underftood exclufively. For here 
it feems to be afcribed to the raght band or power of God 
effentially confidered. Indeed, the divine power of- the 
Son as really appeared in his refurrection and afcenfion, as 
that of the Father. He was not merely razjed up. He 
rofe again t. He was not merely exalted. He afcended. 
He entered into his reft. — 

But the laft part of the verfe contains a ftriking proof of 
the Deity of Chrit. He bath fhed forth this which ye now 
‘fee and hear. Ineed not fay, that the apoftle means the 
miraculous operation of .the Spirit. But the effufion of 
the Spirit is never attributed to -one confefledly a mere 

man. 

* Letters to Dr Prieftley,-p. Yor. 
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man. Indeed !it is faid' that, through laying on of the a- 
poftles hands, the Holy8Gboft was given, chap. viii. 18. But 
what an important difference is there in the language! 
They are not faid to gzve, or to /hed forth the Spirit, either 
in his gifts, or in his*graces. There is a referve for a di- 
vine donor. They were mere initruments, whofe work it 
was to preach the word, to baptize with water, and to ob- 


ferve the outward fymbol of the impofition of hands. But 
God alone could make the means effeétual. It is declared, 


that he /heds'on us abundantly the renewing of the Holy 
Ghoft dia, through Jefus Chrift, Tit. iii. 5,6. But though 
the fame prepofition is ufed in both places, it 1s in very dif- 
ferent fenfes. In the firft, ıt 1s not fo much as faid, that the 
Spirit was given through the apoftles. It is connected with 
the mean ufed by them as inftruments. For the impofition 
of hands was accompanied with prayer.- They prayed for 
them, that they might receive the Holy Ghoft, chap. viil. 15. 
In the other paffage, it denotes, not the inftrumental, but 
the meritorious caufe. We are faid to be renewed through 
Jefus Chrift; but it 1s as our Saviour, who by his infinite 
merit hath purchafed the influences of the Spirit. For 
Fefus, that he might fanttify- the people,—fuffered without 
the gate, Heb. xin. 12. | 

As the apoftles were mere inftruments, they ftill acknow- 
ledged this. For they not only prayed for the influences 


of the Spirit, but afcribed all the communications of thefe 
to Jefus. Thus Ananias faid to Saul; The Lord, even Fefus 


—hath Jent: me, that thou mightefi—be filled with the Holy 
Ghoft, chap. ix. 17. They reprefented the Spirit as com- 
municated to others, not by them, as 1f the power had been 
theirs ; but in the fame manner in which he was communi- 
cated to them. Thus Peter teftifies concerning the Gen- 
tales; As I began to fpeak, the Holy Ghoft fell on them, as 


on us at the beginning, chap. xi. 15. On this occafion, there 
was 
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was not even the impofition of hands.- The preaching of 
the word was the only mean: and the Spirit was given, at 
the very commencement of Peter’s difcourfe, that it might 
appear to be wholly a divine work. . 

This fpiritual baptifm 1s the very circumftance fingled 
out by John the Baptift, as the great external evidence of 
the fuperiority of Jefus: I zudeed'baptize you with water ; 
but one mightier than I cometh, the latchet of whofe fhoes I 
am not worthy to unloofe: he foall baptize you with the 
Holy Ghoft and with fire, Luke in. ‘16° This evidence 
of fuperiority is, indeed, of an official kind: as the lan- 
guage denotes the unfpeakably fuperior nature of his bap- 
tifm.. But when John referred his hearers to fenfible evi- 
dence, it was neceffary that he fhould fpecify an aé& of Jefus 
as Mediator. For all that he did among men was 1n this 
character. However, it feems to be ultimately refolved 
‘into his effential dignity. Therefore, he is faid to be icxv- 
potecos, mightier, ‘John declares this to be a prefent attri- 
bute of Jefus: He 1s mightier. The effential power was 
prefent, although the effect was future; He SHALL baptize. 
The debafing language, which John ufes concerning him- 
felf, alfo fhews that he was convinced of an effential, as 
well as of an official, diftinction. For if Jefus was merely 
a meflenger, .John being the fame, though the former be 
fuppofed to have been much fuperior to the latter, being 
equally fervants of one infinitely fuperior to both, it is in- 
conceivable that John fhould have declared, that he was 
unworthy to do the meaneft ofhce to Jefus, even to unloofe 
the latchet of his fhoe. He was not fo much of a courtier 
as to {peak in this ftyle. He would have been chargeable 
with a grofs fallehood. For the greateft diftinétion in rank 
that can be fuppofed to fubfift between two fervants of the 
fame mafter, cannot fo far debafe the one, as to render him 


unworthy to perform the meaneft office to the other. Jn- 
deed, 
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deed, from the Baptift’s teftimony, as recorded, John i. 15. 
it is clear, that’ he confidered the effential dignity of Jefus as 
the foundation of his preference to himfelf with refpect to of- 
fice. ‘This may be elfewhere illuftrated. 


The effufion-of the Spirit muft be viewed as a certain 
proof of the Deity of Chrift, by all who believe that the 


Spirit 1s a Perfon. But although, according to the Socinian 
hypothefis, he fhould be confidered as only the power or 
virtue of the Divine Being, more would be afcribed to Jefus 
than can belong toacreature. To fuppofe that almighty 
power may refide in a finite fubjeét, is contrary,-not to 
theology alone; but to found philofophy. For nothing can 
be received in a proper fenfe, which exceeds the. powers of 
the recipient. But a// power zs given to Chrift, zn heaven, 
and en earth. 

There is no occafion, however, for abftract reafoning, 
The paffage, in its connexion, clearly fhews that Peter 
meant to exhibit Jefus as a divine Perfon. For his lan- 
guage concerning the gift of the Spirit evidently refers to 
what ‘he had declared in the introduction. All the inter- 
mediate part of his difcourfe feems defigned to fhew, how 
he could attribute this power of giving the Spirit to one 
clothed with human nature. He fays, ver..16, 17. This 
zs that which was fpoken by the propbet Foel, and it fhail 
come to pafs in the laft days, (faith God) I will pour out 
my Spirit upon all fle/b, &c. He firit afcribes the work to 
‘God ; Jaith God, I will pour. Then he afcribes it to Jefus ; 
He hath fhed forth this. ‘The fame verb is ufed in both 
places. Could any Jew doubt that he who eéexee /bed or 
poured out, (ver. 33.) was effentially the fame, who in 
ver. 17. 1s made to fay, exyew, I well pour out è 

What has been faid clearly fhews that this work could 
not be performed by Chrift as a mere intrument. Befides, 


the very language excludes this view. As the Hebrew 
word, 
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word, correfpondent to that here ufed, implies the idea of 
copioufneís, the metaphor .being taken from the effufion of 
water from the clouds, (Ifa. xliv. 3.) it feems alfo to al- 
lude to the divine nature of the work ; God alone being 
the Father of the rain. To whomfoever thefe words, I 
will pour out, apply, the Spirit which he.communicates 1s 
his own.. For it follows ;—O/ my Spirit. Now, if Chritt 
be not God, the Holy Spirit could not be called zs. But 


we know that he is exprefsly faid to be the Spirit of Chrifi, 
I Pet.i. r1. And Chrift himfelf fays, Z well fend him unto 


you ;—a mode ‘of {peaking which muft have difcovered 
the moft impious arrogance in any creature. 

Again, as this Spirit devedeth of his gifts and graces unto 
every man feverally as he wil/, 1 Cor. xii. 11. either Chrift 
does not participate in this fovereignty of operation, or -he 
does. If he does not, he cannot with the leaft propriety 


be faid to /hed forth the Spirit. If he does, then he pof- 
fefles divine fovereignty. For if it be-abfurdly refufed 
that, in the pafiage referred to, the Spirit is fpoken of as 
a Perfon, in order to make fenfe of the words, it will be 
neceffary to fuppofe that the Father is meant, whofe power 


he is faid to be; becaufe fovereignty is the attribute of a 
perfon only. 


Chrift being faid to be S E and at the fame time, to 


have poured out the Spirit, it 1s evident that thofe who 
heard this difcourfe mutt either have fuppofed that the 
fpeaker aflerted the ubiquity of Chrift’s human nature, or 


believed that he poffefled a nature infinitely fuperior to 
that to which exaltation 1s properly afcribed. 


In a word, the apoftle refers to Pfal, cx. 1. The Lord 
faid unto my Lord. It is granted that David calls the 
Mefiah is Lord. This is a term denoting dominion, and 


a right to worfhip; as he acknowledges, concerning the 
‘fame glorious Perfon, Pfal.xlv. 11. He 3$ thy Lord, and 


worfhip 
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worfbip thou him.’ But how could David be fubject to 
Chrift as Azs Lord, if he had no exiftence before he became 
Ais Son 2 | 


Peter concludes his difcourfe with thefe remarkable 


words; Therefore, let all the houfe of Ifrael know affuredly, 
that God hath made that fame Fefus, whom ye have crucified, 
both Lord and Chrift, ver. 36. that 1s, the Father hath judi- 


cially conftttuted him Lord and Chrift, in human nature; 
and by this effufion of the Spirit hath manifefted that he 
really potfeffes all the dignity and power which thefe titles 
imply. He declares that Jefus is Lord; giving him a cha- 
racter expreflive, not of eflence, but of authority; yet, as 
we have feen, of fuch authority as entitles the pofleflor to 
divine worfhip. Wasit, therefore, poflible for the Jews to 
hear this, without being perfuaded that the apoltle meant 
to defcribe Jefus as a Divine Perfon? Indeed, the preceding 
words, Szt thou at my right band, can he, underftood in no 
other fenfe than'as a call to the Son, in our nature, to a par- 
ticipation in all the glory of the Father. For the Man whofe 
name isthe Branch, not only builds the temple of the Lord, but 
bears the glory, and fits and-rules upon his throne, that 1s, 
the throne of JEHovAH. That they are defcribed as equal 
in power, and in glory, is evident from what immediately 
follows; And the counfel of peace Jhall be between them both, 
Zech. vi. 12, 13 *. 

In a fubfequent difcourfe of the fame apoftle, on occafion 
of the curing of the lame man, he exhibits Jefus not only 
as Meffiah, and particularly as the prophet whom Mofes 
foretold, chap. 1. 22. but as the Son of God, ver. 13° In 


what fenfe he gives him this defignation, appears from the 
words that follow ; But ye dented the Holy One, and the Fuft,° 


—and killed the Prince of Life, ver. 14, 15. Now, the 


meaning of thefe expreflions, as underftood by his hearers, 
VoL. I. X mut 


* Vid. Vitring. Obferv. Sac. lib. 2. c. 5. 
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muft be determined from the manner in which they had 
been applied in their own {criptures. Had Peter called 
Jefus tbe Holy One of God, it might have been faid that the 
Jews acknowledged this as a defignation of the Meffiah ; 
without affixing to it the idea of Deity ; ‘becaufe, as ufed 
in the Old Teftament, it feems to refpe¢ct him in his official 
character. But the sueftion 1s, how did they underitand this 
exclufive language, the Holy One, as there ufed? When Job 
fays, I, have not concealed the words of the Holy One, chap. 
vi. 10. could he be underftood as fpeaking of any other 


than God? When the prophet fings, The Holy One came 
from mount Paran, could there be any doubt that the fame 
glorious Perfon was meant, of whom it 1s faid in the claufe’ 
immediately preceding, God came from Teman? Hab. 111. 3. 
When they heard this language, Ifa. xl. 25. To whom then 
will ye- liken me, or Jhai I be equal? faith the Holy One; 
could théy hefitate to underftand it as uttered by JEHOVAH, 
and as an exprefs claim of the exclufive poffeflion of per- 


fe&t holinefs 2? Had not God ftill revealed himfelf to. his an- 


cient peonle, as the Holy One in the midft of them? Hof. 
xi.9. During the whole of the old difpenfation, was he 
not acknowledged by the Church under this exclufive cha- 
racter, expreffed in connexion with that mutual relation 
which fubfifted between them in regard to his infinite holi- 
neis? Is it not for'this reafon, that he is fo often celebrated 
as the Holy One of Ifrael? Therefore, could the Jews hear 
this well-known, this diftinéiive charatter of the true God 
applied to Jefus, without fuppofing that his difciples afcri- 
bed Deity to him, and even held him forth as that very 
Gcd whom their fathers had worfhipped ? Or could the dif- 
- ciples of Jefus give him this chara¢ter, without the leat 
caution or reftriction, and not be guilty of blafphemy, were 
he a mere man? Would the believing Jews have received 


their 
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their teftimony without the {flighteft cenfure, if they had 
not been per{waded that Jefus was truly God? 

The Jews knew that there was none rzghteous but their 
God.’ They knew that, in the revelations which he had 
made of himfelf, he had often exclufively ‘claimed this cha-. 
racter. They could not be ignorant that, in a way of emi- 
nence, it belonged to God only. They could form no 
idea of fongs from the uttermoft part of the earth, even glory 
to the righteous, Ma. xxiv. 16. but as directed to JEHOVAH, 
the only obje& of worfhip. Therefore, when they heard 
the apoftles proclaiming Jefus, not only as the Holy One, 
put as the Fuft, they could not credit their teftimony, 
without believing his Deity. Can it be fuppofed that he 
who, while on earth, would not receive the title of good 
Mafter, without fhewing that this was properly an attri- 
bute of the Divine nature alone, would be fo changed, in 
confequence of his exaltation, as to fuffer his fervants to 
apply to him the attributes of Deity, not merely without 
limitation, but xar’ oxn, in a way of eminence? Thofe 
who deny that he is God, muft fuppofe a fhocking abfur- . 
dity, indeed ; that he communicated the Spirit to his dif- 
ciples, for the purpofe of robbing the Father of his effential 
honour. 

The believing Jews would not be ftartled at this lan- 
guage. They had not -underftood their own feriptures, 1f 
they did not formerly know that a Divine Perfon was pro- 
mifed as Mefliah: and at any rate, the Spirit would now 
inftruct them in this. They could not attentively read the 
prophecy of Zechariah, chap. ix. 9. concerning that King 
who was to come to them, without obferving that the two 
great charatters of their God were afcribed to him. For 
as Zechariah proclaims the King of Zion as juft and ba- 
ying falvation, or a Saviour ; this is the very language in 


which God had revealed himfelf to his people, Ifa. xlv. 21. 
X 2 A 
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A ult God, and a Saviour. In the former paflage, indeed, 
the name God is not mentioned. ‘But they could not con- 
fiftently underftand it of a mere creature; becaufe the de- 
monf{trative pronoun is ufed in that form which marks the 
fuper-eminent fenfe in which the attributes belong to the 
Perfon defcribed; Yul and having falvation nE. This 
feems to be equivalent to the additional language in I[faiah, 
There «s none befide me. ‘The form of the’expreffion is pre- 
_cifely the fame as that in Deut. xxxu.4. Fuft and right 
HE ; where Mofes evidently defcribes the incomparable: 
rectitude of the divine nature. 

There is a beautiful contraft ftated in the language of 
the Apoftle. One man is not oppofed to another. But 
the. Holy and Juft One, to a man a murderer*. The 
antithefis is double. Waickednefs is oppofed to righteoufnefs, 
and man to God. It would have been dreadful, had they 
merely preferred a wicked to a jut man. But in this 
confifted their tranfcendent iniquity, that they preferred 
a man, and one who had forfeited all claim to the character 
of holy and jufl, to him who poffeffes thefe perfeCions 
abfolutely and effentially. They rejeted the great gift of 
divine grace, (Rom. vill. 32.) and defired, that as an a&t of 
grace, a murderer fhould be given unto them +. 

But the Apoftle does not only call Jefus the Holy One, 
and the Fuft, but the Prince of Life. He undoubtedly intends 
this as a Divine character. It denotes fuch a principality 
as can be afcribed to him alone who 1s the author of any © 
thing. Thus it is ufed by the apoftle of the Gentiles, when he 
{peaks of the Captain, or rather, the Author of our falvation, 


as made perfet through fuffering, Heb. ii. 10. and when he 
defigns Jefus the author of cur faith, chap. xu. 2. In this 
fenfe it is alfo ufed by profane writers f. 


When 

* Avdpa yeven. f XapicOnvae. 
+ The heathen were wont to celebiate their Supreme God as the au- 
thor 
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When the apoftle fays, Ye Lave putto death the Prince of 
Life, if this charaéter did not belong to Jefus before he was 
crucified, not only is the antithelis falfe, but that which is 
mentioned as the great conftituent of their guilt had no ex- 
utence. The apoftles indeed declare, on another occafion, 
that God had exalted him, with bis right hand, a Prince and 
a Saviour, chap. v. 31. But this by no means figmihes 
that he received thefe characters in confequence of his ex- 
altation; but only, that thus they were glorioully acknow- 
ledged by the Father as previoufly belonging to Jefus. For 
when the Prince of Life is faid to be &z//led, the language 
implies that he was both a Prince and a Saviour,’ before his 
death. For thefe exprefhons are fynonymous; the latter 
being a Hebraifm, fimply fignifying that he is the Prince of 
Salvation, that 1s, of lıfe. His fuftaining this character 
feems to be mentioned as alfo the reafon of his refurrection, 
(whom God hath raifed from the dead) in the fame fenfe in 
which the apoftle had faid, on a former occafion, that z¢ was 
not poffible that be fbould be holden of death. For in his 
refurrection, he not only obtained a judicial difcharge as 
Mediator, but was manifefted to be the Son of God with 
power, as being effentially the Author of Life. 

The Jews were accuftomed to adore God as their /2fe, as 
the jtrength of it, who held their fouls in life, and to confels 
that the fountain of life was with him *. ‘Therefore, when 

X 3 the 
thor of nature, becaufe they fuppofed that all things owed their being to 
‘him. Thus Cleanthes, in his hymn addrefled to Jupiter, fays, 
| Zev? DUOEWS apxnye— 
Ex ov yap yEvog EgLEv. 


Thus it appears that they ufed the term, not as fignifying a communicated 
authority, but an original and independent power of beftowing life f. 


+ See Burgh’s Inquiry, p. 139. 


* Pfal. xxvii. 1. Ixvi. 9. XXXVI, 9. 
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the apoftles declared that Jefus was the Prince and Author 
of Life, the language being equivalent to their own, they 
could not receive their teftimony, without believing that he 


was that fountain of Life they had full adored, that he had 
life in himfelf, and that as a Prince he beftowed it, in a fo- 
vereign manner on whomfoever he pleafed. 


The apoftle, having declared the dignity of the Perfon, 
proceeds to vindicate his claim to the honour of that work 
in which he and his brethren were the immediate agents: 
And his Name—hath made this man ftrong. Peter, who 
was a Jew, addrefling himfelf to Jews, fpoke in their own 
idiom. This was a phrafeology with which they were 
perfectly acquainted. God had ftill ufed it in thofe revela- 
tions which he had made of himfelf to their forefathers. 
It was more ancient than their exiftence as anation+. By 
the zame of God, the pofterity of Abraham were wont to 
underftand God himfelf, efpecially with refpect to his re- 
vealed charatter, and as oppofed to the falfe apprehenfions 
and unauthorized worfhip of thofe nations to whom he had 
not made himfelf known. Sometimes, it denoted all the 
divine perfections; and at other times, it had a particular 
refpećt to one. To the Name of God this people were ac- 
cultomed to direct all their faith, love and worfhip ; and to 
-= afcribe all their proteChon, deliverance and falvation ; con- 
fidering this as the fame with directing or afcribing thefe to 
God himfelf. To this they ufed to attribute the miracles 
wrought in behalf of their fathers. They knew that his 
Name was great in might, jer. x. 6. and interpreted his 
wondrous works as-declaring that it was zear, Pfal. lxxv. 1. 
Therefore, when they were told by this plain fifherman, 
that the Name of felus had made the lame man whole, 


they would entertain no other idea than that he meant to 
give him a divine character. 


Was 


+ Ex, vi. 3. 
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. Was’ there any Jew who might be apt to fuppofe that 
this unlettered preacher: introduced a new idiom; and 1m- 


properly afcribed mura virtue to this name, without 
meaning to reprefent Perfon as the principal efficient 
caute of the miracle? The apoltle provides an .antidote a- 
gainft this mifapprehenfion, by alfo mentioning the inftru- 
mental caule: Hrs Name, THROUGH FAITH zz his Name, 
hath made this man ftrong. © The multitude could not 
{uppofe that Peter {poke of two inftruments; of the Name 
itfelf as one, and of fazth'in it as another. Far lefs could 
they imagine that a mere inftrument could be the object of 
faith. For faith in a name could convey to them no other 
idea thantnat of an act of worthip directed to a divine Per- 
fon. They not only knew the Name of the Lord as the 
object of faith *: but that ıt had been prophefied concerning 
the Saviour, according to the traniflation then generally 


ufed, In his Name fhail the Gentiles truft, Ha. xli. 4. And 


they did not dare to {peak in this manner of the name of 


any creature. 

Is it faid, that the Name of Sitios 3 is here expreflive of 
power, and that this language 1s ufed for preventing the 
miftake that the more ignorant might be apt to fall into, as 
though ‘the: apoftles by their ow7 power had made this man 
to walk, ver. 12? oOtill it is evident, that the Jews could not 
underftand Peter as {peaking of any power not effentially 
belonging to Jefus ; becaute the whole effect of making the 
man /ftrong is afcribed to the Name of Jefus, as the princi- 
pal efficient caufe ; while this very Name is alfo reprefent- 
ed as the object of faith, the inftrumental. 

They could not apprehend that the apoftle meant to give no 
greater honour to Jefus, than that of being the medium which 
faith employed in its operation. For, to fhew that n-~ 1s its 


‘proper object, and alfo the author of that miracle produced by 
X 4 | 1té 


* Pflal,ix. 10. lit. 9. Prov. xviii. 10, Mic. vi. Q. 


328 The Deity of Chrift Ba Book II. 


its inftrumentality, he is further exhibited as the author of 
that faith which terminated on himfelf: Yea, the faith which | 
2s BY HIM hath given him this perfet foundnefs. For dia here 
undoubtedly denotes the principal efficient caufe, as it 1s of- 
ten ufed *. Thus Jefns ıs proclaimed as the author, both of 
the miracle, and of the mean by which it was effected. 
To him is the whole work afcribed. . Nay, faith zz him as 
its proper object, and dy him as its author, is reprefented as 
fo powerful, that the effect is inftrumentally attributed to 
it: Laith—hath given him perfect foundnefs. Such lan- 
guage would have been highly improper, had not Peter 
meant to defcribe its object as divine. Had not this been 
the cafe, the apoftles, while anxious to guard the multitude 
againft afcribing too much honour to themfelves, would 
have directed their eye to the Father. But while they de- 
clare that it was not their ows power that effected the mi- 
racle, they afcribe it entirely to the Author of Life. While 
they deny that it was the fruit of their Aolzne/s ; they give 
all the glory to the Holy One and the Fuft. | 
Thus, they fhew that Jefus had difcovered himfelf to be 
the Author, not only of natural /z/e,*by the external cure ; 
but of that which is fpiritual, fulfilling the work of faith 
in the heart. The faith in Jefus, which they avow, mutt 
have Been very different from that of a Socinian. Indeed, 
it may be prefumed, that the faith of the latter, though he 
had lived in the apoltolic age, would never have been the. 
mean of fuch acure. It would have been too remote a 
caufe for producing fuch an effe€t. For a Socinian faith in- 
the Name of Jefus 1s, at beft, merely one inftrument in fub- 
ordination to another. But from what we have feen, it 
may be fairly concluded, that thofe who received the tefti- 


mony of the apoftles, were perfuaded that Jefus was that 
i Meffenger, 


t Ron. xi. 36, Gal. i. x, 2 Timis 14. Heb. ut. 10. ix, 14. 
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Ex. xxxiil. 21. | | 
Even. after Peter had declared that Jefus was that Pro- 
phet whom Mofes foretold, left his hearers fhould imagine 
that «this was the higheft honour that belonged to him, he 
returns to his former fubjett, and concludes this addrefs bya 
declaration of his divine power: Unto you firf, God having 
rafed up his Son Fefus, Jent him to blefs you, in turning 
away every one of you from your, intguities, chap. 11. 26. 
The Jews ufed to fpeak of one man as bletling another, by 
wifhing or praying that he might be bleffed. But they had 
no apprehenfion that this of itfelf could be effectual. „They 
knew that Ġod alone could blefs, by truly conferrı ing good, 
or delivering from evil. They knew that the man was 
bleffed, whofe Az was covered, and zz whofe |pirit was no 
guile, Pfal. xxxii. 1, 2. But they were alfo affured that it 
was the divine prerogative ` thus to turn from iniquity. 
Thence the whole church of, ‘Tfrael, under the name of 
Ephraim, is reprefented as concurring in this language ; 


Turn thou me, dnd I hall be turned ; for thou art the Lord 


my God, Jer. xxxi. 18. Ephraim acknowledges the inuti- 
lity of all external means without this efficacious operation ; 


Thou haft chaftifed me, and I was chaftifed, as a bullock un- 
accuftomed to the yore. Therefore, it was a part of the fo- 


lemn worfhip of the church to fupplicate this very blefling. 


And fhe did fo, with reiterated acknowledgments, that her 
falvation depended on the exercife of the converting power 


of the Lord God of hofts, Plal, xxx. 3. 7. 19. 

Had the Jews been fimply told that Jefus was fent to 
blefs them, they might have fuppofed it to be meant that, 
like their high prieft, he would fupplicate God for bleflings, 
in their behalf. But it being declared that he was fent to 
blefs them in turning them from inquity ; as this language 


denoted an efficacious blefling, of the moft important kind, 
' they 
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they could not believe the apoftolical report, without being 
perfuaded that he who fhould thus blefs them was God, e- 
ven their own God, whom their fathers had fo long expect- 
ed for this gracious purpofe, and who, when he fhould come 
to blefs them, was to make all the nations glad, judge the 
people righteoufly, and govern the nations = earth, Pfal. 
lxvii. 4. 6. 

When the apoftles were brought before the Sanhedrim, 
to give an account of their condua in healing the impotent. 
man, the following queftion was put to them; By what 
power, or by what name have ye done this 2 chap. iv. 7. 
Without any hefitation, and with one voice, they give the 
very fame account of the miracle as they had given to the 
multitude ; declaring that it was by the Name of Fefus, 
ver. 10. They do not in the leaft qualify their language, 
as they certainly would have done, ‘had they confidered 
him as an agent effentially inferior. Indeed, as if they 
faid too little in afcribing this temporal deliverance wholly 
to him, they amplify their afcription, by extending It to 
falvation of every kind; And there is not Jalvation in any 
other, ver. 12. The Jews knew that their God had claim- 
ed falvation as his prerogative, as equally incommunicable 
with his diftinétive name, and as dependent on that abfo- 
lute perfection which this name implied. For he had faid, 
I, even I am JEHOVAH, and befide me there is no Saviour, 
Ifa. xliii. rr. Gan it, therefore, be fuppofed that they 
could hear the apoftles affert, that there was not falvation 
an any other, without fuppofing that they believed him to 
be JEHovAH? Or can we imagine, that thefe holy men 
would be fo carelefs about the peculiar rights of Deity, if 
they had not believed that Jefus was the God of their fal- 
vation?, They knew that God had not only expreffled the 
unity of the Saviour as emph-tically as the-unity of the 


Godhead, but that he had joined them as infeparable ;. be- 
caufe 
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caufe he who acknowledges any Saviour but God, really 
denies the unity of his eflence, by afligning his work to 
the creature. Thus, thofe who call themfelves Uxitarzans, 
have no title tothe name. For in their pretended zeal for 
the unity of God, they facrifice the unity of the Saviour, 
That they may exclude the Son of God from the divine 
nature, they admit mere man into a divine office.’ 

But the apoftles prove that there zs not falvation in any 
other, by the following argument ; For there ts not another 
name under heaven, given among men, in which (da) we muft 


be faved. If Jefus be a mere creature, it was neceffury for 
them to know the name of JEHOVAH as the great efficient 


caufe of falvation, as well as the ‘name of Jefus, which 
could only be the inftrument. It was neceffary for them to 
be faved in’ this fuperior name.- If Chrift be a creature, 
it was an impious falfehood, that there was not another 
name given for falvation. For God had revealed his own 
name to his people, as the object of their truft. He had 
pointed out the Name of JEHOVAH as a {trong tower into 
which że righteous fhould run, and be Jafe, Prov. xvii. 10. 
The apoftles can be vindicated ‘from the charge of being 
‘falfe witnefles only by fuppofing that they confidered the 
name of ‘fefus, as implying that of JEHovaH. They knew, 
indeed, that this was the fact; that he was called ‘fé/us, as 
being according to the meaning of the word in Hebrew, 
the falvation of JEHOVAH, or JEHOVAH the SAVIOUR. 

If the power of Jefus be merely delegated, all their an- 
xlety to denude themfelves of any {hare of the glory, was 
vain. For they ftill left it with a creature; and were, 
therefore, as far from giving it to the rightful owner, as 
if they had kept it to themfelves. Their conduét, indeed, 
bore a more threatening tafpećt' to the honours of - Deity, 
than if they had done fo. For others would be more in 


danger of worlhipping their glorified Mafter, than them. 
Wher 
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When brought before the council a fecond time, they 
thus vindicate their conduct in teaching in the name of Je- 
fus; Him hath God exalted with his right hand, a Prince 
anda Saviour to give repentance to Ifrael, and forgivenefs 
of fins, chap. v. 31. It is evident that fuch’ power is al- 
cribed to Chrift, as cannot belong to any creature. We 
have feen that the whole church of Ifrael is introduced as 


acknowledging that converfion, iffuing in true repentance; 
is a divine work. Thofe who-were really convinced of fin, 
would be affured that .this was the effect of the power of 
God. The moft obdurate could not fuppofe that one man 
could give repentance to another. When they heard the 
apoftles afcribe to Jefus, not the gift of repentance only, but 
of forgzvenefs alfo, they could not but think that they 
gave him that honour which their church had. always ap- 
propriated to God. Even the unbelieving Jews were per- 
fuaded that zo one could forgive fiùs but God only. The 
priefis and Sadducees, who had imprifoned the apoftles, 
ver. 17. would not be fo favourable in their conftructon as 
to fuppoie, that they meant that Jefus -had merely the 
power of declaring forgivene/s. They could not have ` 
perceived the propriety of afferting that he was exalted for 
this end. For it»muft naturally have occurred to them, 
that he could have done this work far better on earth. 


And they would not fuppofe that there were any in hea- 
ven that needed fuch a declaration. The Sadducees, in- 


deed, were more rational believers, than to imagine that 
there could be a heaven of /pzrits. 


‘That Stephen preached the fame doctrine, is evident 
from the account which he gives of the vifion at Mount 


Sinai, Acts vu. 3c. For he declares that it was an Angel 


of the Lord, who appeared in the buth and faid, I am the 
God of Abraham. We means no created angel. For no 


Jew of that age would have afcribed fuch language toa 
| 2 creature. 
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creature. Befides, he exprefsly calls this Angel the Lord, 
or JEHOVAH, ver. 33. Had he believed that there was 
but one Perfon in the divine eflence, he could not have 
thought of calling him an angel or meffenger. For by 
whom could he be feat? But he ufles that language which 
was well known to his fathers. They believed that the 
Angel of the divine prefence, the Angel of the covenant, 
was JEHOVAH. He evidently defcribes him as that Angel 
wuo gave the law by the miniftration of other angels in 
the character of his fervants ; and who directed the church 
in the wildernefs, ver. 38. 

That the protomartyr had Jefus in his eye, in the whole 
of his narrative, appears from his giving him that title of 
divine perfection formerly explained. He calls him the 
Fuft One, ver. 52. This is alfo undeniable, from his addref- 
fing Jefus as the obje& of worfhip. He would have re- 
coiled with horror from fuch impiety, had he not believed 
that Jefus was the God of Abraham. They ftoned Stephen 
calling upon God, and faying, Lord Fefus, recetve my fpirit, 
ver. 50. 

Dr P. obferves, that ‘‘ the word God 1s not in the origi- 
nal, as our tranflators have fignified, by their directing it 
“‘ to be printed in the Italic charaéter : fo that this text by 
“ no means fignifies that Stephen acknowledged Chrift to 
“ be God, but only informs us that Stephen addrefled him- 
“ felf to Chrift, whom he had juft feen in perfon, in a ftate 


“ of great exaltation and glory *.” The word God 1s, 
indeed, afupplement. But the want of it, in the original, 


é¢ 


inftead of proving that Stephen ‘did not acknowledge 
Chrift to-be-God;-is'a more unexceptionable proof that he 
did, than if it had been ufed byt the infpired hiftorian. For, 


inthis cafe, the advetfaries of the Deity of Chrift would 


have urged that an important diftinction was ftated between 


the 
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the refpect which the protomartyr paid to God, and that 
which he paid to Sefus. 

The Doétor is determined, if poffible, to fhew that Ste- 
phen, though he did addre/s, ‘hat 1s, wor/bip Jefus, did not 
confider him as‘'God. H: quotes thefe words: He, being 

full of the Holy Ghoft, looked fiedfaftly into heaven, and Jaw 
the glory of God, and Yefus ftanding on the right band of 
God; and faid, Behold I fee the heaves opened, and the Son 
of man ftanding on th: right hand of God, ver. 55, 56. 
Then he obferves, “ This very language clearly implies 
** that hə confidered the Soz of man, and God, as diftinét 


$ 


“ perfons.” ‘his may be admitted, if properly explain- 
ed. For the term God often denotes the Father, although 
not as confining the Godhead tohim. But our author un- 
.doubtedly means, that Stephen excludes the Son by the 
ufe of this word. If, ın his fenfe, the martyr con/fdered 
them as diftin& Perfons, it muft, have been becaufe he faw 
them as difin. For the only ground that Dr P. has for 
declaring what Stephen confidered, is Stephen’s own de- 
claration as to ‘what he faw. It muft follow therefore, that 
God has a bodily right hand ; and that Stephen faw this with 
the natural eye, as diftinétly as the human nature of Jefus. 
Although Sccinians and Matertalifts may. not ftartle at 
this inftrence, the more fober part of mankind will under- 
ftand the language as metaphorical, and as containing an 
allufion to the tokens of dignity among men. Stephen 
{peaks of the Son of man as at the right hand of God, to 
denote the exaltation of the human nature, 1n union to the 
divine. For whatfoever the glory of God 1s, Jefus 1s de- 
Scribed as a partaker of it. The Jews did not underiftand 
Stephen’s language as Dr P. does. They unanimoufly con- 
fidered it as blafphemy againft God. Therefore, they /top- 
ped their ears, and ran upon him with one accord. When 
he declared that Jefus was the Mefliah, and accufed them 
as 
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as his. murderers, they bore with him. When he proceeded 
to accufe them of having always refifted the Holy Ghoft, 
and of breaking the law given them; they vented their 
indignation, only by gnafhing on him with their teeth. But 
they were accuftomed to affix fuch a meaning to the language 
under confideration, that they could not hear him a moment 
longer. They caft him out of the city, as one whofe blood 
would defile it, becaufe of his fuppofed blafphemy ; according 
to the divine ordinance with ref{pect to this crime, Lev. xxiv. 
14. They put him to death alfo in the manner appointed. For 
the blafphemer was to be ftoned by all the congregation, 
ver. 16. as well as the perfon who enticed to the worfhip 
of other gods, Deut. xii. 6.—10.. They probably thought 
that he was guilty of both thefe crimes. 

But though they had formerly been in any hefitation 
as to the evidence of his guilt, they could be in none after- 
wards. For he perfifted in his fuppofed crime, during the 
very execution of the fentence. They ftoned Stephen, cal- 
ling upon Jefus. Dr P. informs us, however, that “ the 
« word which is here, and in 1 Cor. i. 2. rendered to call 
“ upon, ìs far from being appropriated to zzvocatzon, as pe- 
‘© culiar to the divine Being. It is the fame word that is 
“ rendered to appeal to, as when Paul appeals to Ceefar *.” 
some of our author’s predeceffors have denied that Stephen 
did invoke our Saviour; aflerting that his words fhould 


be rendered, Lord of ‘fefus. But our author finds that 


this ground 1s not tenable. Therefore, he acknowledges 
that Jefus is the object of this addrefs. But he endeavours 
to evade the confegquence of this confeflion ; firft, by fhew- 
ing that religious invocation 1s not here meant; and fe- 
condly, by gallantly refifting the force of fome other texts, 
which according to our tranflation, oppofe this view. As 
to the firft, it would feem that his mind was by no means 


diftracted by a variety of evidence. For he refers only to 


2 thole 
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thofe places in which the word fignifies an. appeal. But 
does he ferioufly think that Paul appealed to .Czfar in the 
fame fenfe in which Stephen called upon Jefus? Did Paul 
commend bis fpirit into the hands of the Roman Emperor? 
I afk the Dottor’s pardon. He may perhaps iuppofe that 
he did, when he ventured his body in Czefar’s hands. | 

But he adds, that the fame word “is ufed when a perfon 
“ is faid to be called by any particular name; as Judas 
“© called Mcariot, &c. There can be no doubt, therefore, 
s but that it has the fame meaning‘ both in 1 Cor. i. 2. 
and alfo in A&s ix. 21. Is not this be that deftroyed them 
“& who called on this name in Jerufalem ? that 1s, all who 
“ called-themfelves Chriftzams. Itis fo rendered, Jam. ii. 
“n, Do they not blafpheme the worthy Name by which ye 
“ are called? or, as it 1s:more exactly rendered, which is 
“© called, or impofed, upon you? that is, by which ye are 
 diftinguifhed.” But becaufe this word /ometzmes fimply 
fignifies to call or denominate, mult it always bear this 
fenfe? It is indeed queftionable, whether the expreflion in 
James does not refpect the folemn invocation of this name 
in baptifm. At any rate, a gentleman who has taught 
‘Greek ought to pay fome regard to the conftruction. And 
undoubtedly the language of James, and alfo that in As 
XV. 14. is: very different from what we have in 1 Cor. i. r. 
and Aéts ix. 21. When it fignifies, called upon you, it is. 
ovouæ To emwAnbev <0 vag. But can our author produce any 
example of fuch an expreflion as Tos ETIHÆASMEVOG TO OVOM, 
having the fame meaning? Both the Seventy, and the wri- 
ters of the New Teftament, ufe the expreflions differently, 
the former in a pafive, and the latter 1 in an aéfive fenfe. 

The reafon affigned by Dr P` for refufing to underftand 
thefe words, ı Cor. i. 1. With all who in every place- call 
upon the Name of our Lord ‘fefus Chrifi, as fignifying that. 


adoration “ which is due to the one living and true God,” 
X i 
IS 
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as a ftriking proof of the audacity of error. That this is 
not meant “is evident,” he fays, “ from the very next 
‘words; Grace be unto you, and peace, from God our Ea- 


“ther, and from the Lord Yefus Chrift; where Chrift is 
“evidently fpoken of as diftin&t from God *.’’ Becaufe 
Chrift is not mentioned as the fame Perfon with the Fathe:, 
who, in the New Teftament, is more generally diftinguifhed 
by the name God, therefore he is not the object of adora- 
tion; though in the very words from which the pretended 
proof is derived, grace is prayed for from him, as direétly 
as from the Father. It will be difficult for our author to 
prove, that Acts ix. 21. refers to the difciples being called 
Chriftrans ; as it appears that they were not known by this 
name for fome confiderable time after the event narrated in 
that pafflage, chap. xi. 26. 

But notwithftanding the laborious attempts of Socinians, 
to avert the force of the argument arifing from the ufe of 
this term, there are fome paflages, in which it occurs, that, 
as far as I know, they have not dared to meddle with; as 
2 Tim. ii. 22. Rom. x.13,14. When Paul fpeaks of thofe 
emixnarsyusvav, that call on the Lord out of a pure heart ; when 
he quotes thefe words from Joel, Whofoever fhall call upon 
the Name of the Lord, /ball be faved ; the fenfe is fo reftric- 
ted by the connexion, that they cannot deny that divine 
worfhip is meant. This, then, is the proper queftion ; if the 
invocation, granted in the cafe of Stephen, can be under- 
{tood in any fenfe, but as “ peculiar to the divine Being ?” 
As Dr P. admits that the protomartyr did zzvoke Jefus, 


we would with to know for what end he did it, if he did 


not mean to wor/bzp him ? Stephen himfelf does not leave 
us at a lofs as to his defign. For this was the fubftance of 


his addrefs, Lord ‘fefus, receive my fpirit. Did he turn to 
him as only one of the Sazts+? If he did, was not the 
VoL. I. Y clofing 
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clofing act of his life an aét of abominable idolatry? Did 


he not acknowledge Jefus as one that had power over the 
fpirit ? And does not this belong to God only? Our author 
{eems to infinuate, that the “ great exaltation and glory” of 
Chrift might be Stephen’s apology. But will a Proteftant 
maintain that any creature, in the eternal ftate, may be 
lawfully called upon in any fenfe? If Jefus be not God as 
well as man, the difciple. made a far worfe choice than his 
mafter, who, as man, commended his fpirit into the hands 
of his Father. But it 1s evident, that Stephen {urrendered 
his {pirit to Jefus as Lord, both of the dead, and of the li- 
VING. 

He alfo addrefled Jefus as the God of pardoning mercy. 
For be kneeled down, and cried with a loud voice, Lord, lay 
not this fin to their charge, ver. 60. There is, undoubtedly, 
no change of the obje& of invocation. Stephen {till ad- 
drefles the fame Lord over all, who is rich unto all that call 
upon him, Rom. x. 12. 

This paffage has ftill been very puzzling to Socinians : 
and their perplexity muit continue, 1f they adhere to their 
principles, till awfully removed by a difcovery of the Soz 
of man on the right band of power. Even Dr P.’s embar- 
raffment on this fubje&t appears, not only from what we 
have feen, but from what he fays in his Hultory of Opinions. 
“To conclude, as fome have done, from the fingle cafe of 
“ Stephen, that all Chriftians are authorized to pray to 
“ Chrift, is like concluding that all matter has a tendency 
“ to go upwards, becaufe a needle will do fo when a mag- 
“ net is held over it. When they fhall be in the fame cir- 
‘“cumftances with Stephen, having their minds ftrongly 


“ impreffed with a vifion of Chrift fitting at the right hand 
“of God, they may then, perhaps, be authorized to ad- 


 drefs themfelves to him as he did; but the whole tenor 
I “ of 
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“ of thë feriptùres proves that otherwife we have no autho- 
“rity at’ all, for any fuch practice *,” 

I ‘know of' none who conclude, that Jefus is the object of 
wotflip from the Angle cafe of Stephen: All who believe 
that ‘Stephen worfhipped:him, are as fully perfuaded that 
he was ‘called upon by all- primitive Chriftians. But al- 
though we: had no ‘other exprefs inftance, that. of Stephen; 
all- circumftancés confidered, would be unexceptionable as 
ai example. The conclufion from this cafe would not be 
qtiite fo abfurd as that to which it is compared by Dr P; 
It would only be “ like concluding that” every needle, or 
‘all'matter” of the ‘fame kind, would .go upwards, if a 
magnet of ‘{ufficient power were held over it. 

But the fimilitude implies another obvious fallacy ;—that 
Jefus: can have an attractive influence on none of his dif- 
ciples, like that exemplified in the cafe of Stephen, unlefs 
they difcern him with the bodily eye. They are all com- 
pofed of fuch inert matter, that they cannot afcend to him 
in adoration; unlefs the attractive power affect their fenfes. 
A fenfible difcovery of the very matter of the body of 
Chrift; not an apprehention of is majefty by faith, is the 
oily probable authority:for worfhip. After this, our au- 
thor, inftead of ridiculing the doctrine of the Trinity, ought 
to {peak refpectfully even of the abfurd doctrine of Tran- 
{ubftantiatioh. For he who can fuppole that knowing Chrift 
after the fle/b, 1s that which tends moft to exalt our ideas of 
him, and perhaps authorizes adoration, ought to be tender 
of thofe who practically indulge themfelves in the pleafing 
illufion. The true church of Chrift hath hitherto believed 
that the flesh profiteth nothing. But it would:feem that fhe 
hath been grievoufly miftaken. For a view of this “ may 
“ authorize Chriftians to addrefs themfelves to” Jefus as 


Stephen did ; that is, to make him the objet of prayer. As 
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for thofe-poor fouls who have not feen, and yetsbave believed, 
the Lord Fefus can be no magfiet to them. Theytknow, by 
faith in the Divine word, that .the Son of man) fandeth jon 
the right hand of God. Their. faith difcerns him within, the 
vail. By.this fpiritual eye they: Jee the King in-his beauty- 
And though they haye. zot feen him with,the bodily. eye,, 
yet believing, they may rejoice, even with ‘joy unfpeakable 
and full.of: glory, recerving the end of: their fasth,; the falva- 
tion of their. fouls, (4 Pet. i. 8, g-) , But it would-be ventur- 
ing a great deal too.far, to :commend their fpirits to him. 
They do not fenfjbly difcern him at the right-hand of God : 
and how can they !otherwz/e be certain, that he,-1s, there? 
Without this fpecies of affurance, according to our author, 
they would pray.at random. Thus, inftead of a ratzozal 
fyftem of religion,. we have a material one, nearly as grofs 
as that of the:church of Rome. ©.) > Ss 
- He ‘feems. alfo tò fupport her dogtriste i in aante refpet. 
He fuppofes that fuch a: vifion. may perhaps authorize an 
addrefs to Chrift,.“¢ although the whole tenor ofvthe fcrip- 
“ ture proves that otherwife we have. no authorityiat all for 
“any fuch practice.” On the: very fame:ground may the 
worthip of faints and angels be vindicated. For the only 
meaning that our author’s words can bear, 1s, that the whole 
tenor of feripture proves that we have no authority for any 
fuch prattice, but ız the cafe of feeing Jefus with the bodily 
eye. If, therefore .one Jhould happen .to. fee an angel, or 
one of the glorified: faints, as the difcrples faw Mofes and 
Elias, the heavenly vifion may perhaps.authorize worthip. - 
The abfurdity of fuppofing an occafonal obje&t of: wor- 
fhip, is perfeétly confonant to the phzlofopbical Unitariantf{m 
of occafional. perfonality. It completes .the fyftem. . He 
who has been, or who might have been, occafionally a di- 
vine Perfon, may, doubtlefs, be'.occafionally an object of 
worfhip. According to Dr P.’s conceflion, when all the 
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faints fhall'fée Jeftis as beis, it may perhaps authorize them 
all'to addrefs themfelves to him as Stephen did. : If fo, it 
may be the fafeft courfe to try the fame exercife in'this 
life. The’ worfhip of heaven cannot well be idolatry 
on earth. -' Thofe who: will not’ bow’ the knee to Jefus 


now, muft’do it’very aukwardly when he comes in his 


glory. a 
Dr P. has overlooked’ the circumftance which properly 


renders the conduå& of Stephen a fufficient exainple for uni- 
verfal imitation. We are not to fuppofe that the good man 
was in a pious reverie. For, according to the neue of 


in{piration, he was full of the Holy Ghoft. 

‘We may fafely conclude, ‘that Philip, the E.vangelift, 
preached the divinity of Chrift. For the confeffion of the 
Eunuch refpeéted this dottrine; I believe that Fefus Chrift 
zs the Son of God, chap. vil. 37. This cannot be underftood 
as merely an acknowledgment. of Jefus as Meffiah. For 
the term Cri? being ftri&ly expreffive of this charaéter, 


the Eunuch’s confeflion would, in this cafe, be the mereft 


folecifm; “ I believe that Jefus, the Meffiah, is the Mef- 
‘‘ fiah.”” Unlefs Philip had preached Jefus, not merely as 


Meffiah, but as a Divine Perfon, there would have been no 
propriety in tlie confeflion. For we muft underftand it as 
reduplicating on the doctrine previoufly delivered. 

Indecd, though we have no fummary of Philip’s dif- 
courfe, it is evident that he could not give a confiftent view 
of the paflage from which he preached ‘fefus, without pro- 
claiming his divinity. For as thefe words, ver. 33. Wo 
foalt declare his generation ? undoubtedly denote his endlefs 


life, as the Father of a feed that no man can number, they 
` neceflarily imply divine power and glory. For how cana 
‘mere man really create again, and give {piritual life to thofe 
‘who are dead in trefpaffes and fins? ` How could the taking 
away of bis lıfe be the caufe of life to them, were he not 
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in another refpect the Fountain of Life? How could he 
at the part of,a Father, to thofe whom he could not fo 
much as number ? 
. The converfion of Paul has been juftly viewed as a ftri- 
king proof, of the truth of Chriftjamity. The account given 
of it affords as convincing evidence of the divinity of Je- 
fus. It is evident that Paul, when he heard the voice from 
heaven, confidered it as that of a-Divine Perfon.- But he 
{eems at a lofs to know how he fhould be perfecuting him. 
He faid, Who art thou, Lord ? chap.ix..5. When he found 
that it was Jefus who fpoke to him, he did not change his 
addrefs, or acknowledge his miftake. To this very Jefus 
does he.direcét his prayer: and this exprefles the language 
of abfolute fubmuiffion to his will: He, trembling and afto- 
nifbed, fata, Lord, what wilt thou have me to do? ver. 6. 

„ Ananias alfo, when he received a command to go to 
Paul, in like manner addrefles himfelf to Jefus: Lord, I 
have heard by many of this man, ‘Sc. ver. 13. That he 
confidered Chrift as {peaking to him, and therefore directed 
his reply to the fame Perfon, 1s evident from his faying to 


Paul, ver. 17. “The Lord, (even Fefus that appeared to thee iz 
the way as thou cameft ), hath fent me. The fame difciple 
{peaks of all the faints as Chrift’s ;—thy faints, ver. 13. 

And there was not one of them who would have reckoned 
it an honour to be the property of a mere man. He de- 
{cribes them all as worfhippers of Jefus, ver. 14. He bath 
The genuine 
fenfe of this expreflion appears from the prefent condu& of 
Ananias, one of the perfons thus deferibed. Jefus is alfo 
introduced, as declaring that Paul was a chofen v-fJel unto 
him. And furely, fuch language does not, become any 
creature. One great deign of the mifhen of Ananias i iS, 
that, by his n{trumentality, Jefus might communicate the 


Holy 


authority—to bind all that call on thy name. 
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Holy Ghoft to Paul, ver. 17. Fefus bath Jent me, that thou 
mighteft—be filled with the Holy Ghofi. 

= If the worfhip of Chrift be idolatry, Paul,‘it muft 
be acknowledged, was provided with a very bad fpiri- 
tual direĝor. For Ananias ‘undoubtedly exhorts him -to 
pray to Jefus. Wah away thy fins, he fays, calling on 
the Name of the Lord, chap. xxii. 16. ` That Jefus is meant, 
cannot reafonably be refufed. For he is the perfon laft 
mentioned, as that jufl One whom Paul was to fee, the voice 
of whofe mouth he fhould dear, and whofe witne/s he fhould 
be unto all men, ver. 14,15. This is alfo evident from the 
connexion of thefe words, Wa/b away thy fins. They un- 
doubtedly refer to bapufm. For it 1s faid immediately be- 
fore; Arije, and be baptifed. It was in this ordinance that 
he was to call on the Name of the Lord, by devoting him- 
felf to him, apprehending the merit of his blood, and im- 
ploring the communication of his Spirit. 

Would Paul believe that Jefus could make him an inftru- 
ment in enlightening the underftandings, and changing the 
hearts of finrers, and in delivering them from the power of 
Satan? Would he believe that Jefus could give them par- 
don and glory, that he was the objećt of faith, and that 
faith in him could be the mean of fanétification ? Would he 
confide in him for deliverance from the heathen; or even 
{ubmit to receive a commiffion from him :—and yet confi- 
der him as a mere man? But Paul affures Agrippa that 
Jefus faid to him; Z have appeared unto thee for this pur- 
pofe, to make thee a minifter, and a witnefs 3~—dehvering thee 
from the Gentiles, unto whom now I fend thee ; to open their 
eyes, and to turn them from darkne/s to light, and from tbe 
power of Satan unto God, that they may receive forgivene/s 
of fins, and inheritance among them which are fanéttified by 
faith which is in me, chap. xxvi. 16.—19. 

Did not Paul, immediately after his converfion, teftify 
his full conviction of the divinity of Jefus? Strazghtway be 
Y 4 preached 
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preached Chrif in the fynagogues,: that he 1s the Son a 
God, chap. 1x. 20. It would be ridiculous to explain. this 


language as fignifying, that Paul merely proclaimed the 
character of Jefus as Mefliah. This. he alfo did. For, 
be confounded the Fews which dwelt at Damafcus, proving 
that this ts the very Chrift, ver. 22. But. here we have 
only one branch of his doftrine. It included another, dif- 
tinct from this, but not lefs important. For, as the lan- 
guage may be literally read, He preached the Chrift, or 


Meffiab, that this is the Son of God. Would it be worthy 
of an infpired hiftorian to fay; ‘ He preached the Mef- 


“ fiah, that he is the Meffiah?” That the firtt expreflion, 


tov Aogisoy, the Gor tft, } 1S to be underftood as particularly re- 
ferring to Jefus in his officigl character, is evident from the 
manner 1n which it is ufed elfewhere, in regard to the 
preaching of Paul. For, when addrefling the Theffalonians, 
he opened and alleged that this Fefus, whom I preach unto 
you, is o Xeisos, the Chrift, chap. xvii. 3. 

Did not Paul, through life, offer the facrifice of praife to 
Jefus as God, for the honour he had put on him, and the 
ftrength he had given him? We have his own teftimony. 
I thank Chrift Fefus our Lord, who hath enabled me, for 
that he counted me worthy, putting me into the mintftry ; 
who was before a bla[phemer, &c. Does he not afcribe his 
converfion wholly to the mercy, grace and power of Jefus : ? 


But I obtained mercy ;—and the grace of our Lord was ex- 
ceeding abundant, with faith and love which is in Chrif 
Fefus, 1 Tim. i. 12.—14. If Paul viewed him as a mere 
man, did he not blafpheme God? Did he not proftitute the 
attributes of Deity, by afcribing them to Jefus? 

When the fame apoftle woyld give a pattern of preach- 
ing to thofe who were themfelves bifhops, he exhorts 


them to feed the church of God, which he had purghafed 
with his own blood, chap. xx. 28. The enemies of the 


Deity of Chrift cannot agree among themfelves, with re- 
{pect 
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Laz wide 


fpe& t to “this text. Some of. the Polifh Socintians acknow- 
ledge that the original word 1 is Geo, and pretend that this 
defignation iş given: to Chrift officially ; ; or that God the 
Father is meant, and that the. blood of Chrift i is called his, 
becaufe. of the intimate union between them, notwithftand- 
ing diver fity of effence * 

Dr P. is not fo liberal in his ‘conceffions. “Tn the moft 
“ ancient mar. uferipts,” he fays, e this text is, Feed the 
“© church of the Lord, which generally fignifies Chrit 4.” 
By the way ` we may ‘obferve that, although our author here 
grants that the term lad has generally this meaning, when 
he defcends to particulars, there are a great many excep- 
tions. It can never fn ify Chrif, however {trong the col- 
lateral evidence, where it can fignify any thing unfriendly 
to the Socinian fyftem.. ' OF this we have a ftriking proof 
in the paragraph immediately preceding, where that paflage 
is introduced, And thou, Lord, in the beginning haji laid, 
&c. Heb. i. 1o. Though there can be no connexion in the 
apoftle’s reafoning, if thefe words refer not to Chrift, yet 
they muft be underftood of the Father alone. 

Only three manufcripts are mentioned as reading the 
Lord; while all the reft, fome of which are reckoned of 
at leaft equal authority, give the language according to our 
verion. A fewof thefe join the Lord with God. But 
this makes no difference as to the fenfe, but rather confirms 
the ordinary reading. It deferves attention, that the church 
of the Lord is a phrafe never ufed in the New Teftament; 
whereas we often read of the church of God. 

But even fuppofing that the true reading were, the church 
of the Lord, as re{pecting Chriit, the paflage would ftill af- 
ford a ftriking proof of his Deity. For it 1s undeniable 
that the church is God’s (1 Cor. i. 2. x. 32. xi. 22, &c.) 
that it is as much his property as a man’s houfe is his, to 


the 
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the exclufion of every other proprietor. Therefore we 
read of the boufe of God, which is the church of the living 
God (1 Tim. u1. i5). But if the church be alfo Chrif’s, 
if it be Azs own houfe ; it mutt neceffarily follow that heis 


the living God, (Heb. iii. 6. 12.) 
Our author adds; “ Alfo in fome copies it is, which 


st Le purchafed with blood; that is, the blood of his 
“Son.” He evidently ftumbles on this ftone. For when 
he tells, us, that “ the Lord generally fignifies Chrift,” it 


might be fuppofed that he would adhere to this fenfe i 
the paflage, as fupported by “ the moft ancient manufcripts. d 
But the very next fentence ı is at war with it. The perfon 


is changed. The term Lord 1s applied to the Father. It 
avails not, ıt would feem, though all the members of a 


text fhould contradi& each other, if the whole be preferved 
from contributing any thing to the doétrine of Immanuel. 
He further obferves that “as the blood of God is a phrafe 


‘¢ which occurs no where elfe in the {criptures, we ought 


“ to be exceedingly cautious how we admit fuch an exprel- 
s fion?” It would be more honeft and confiftent to fay, 
that, as the Bible contains fuch a doétrine, as that the man, 
the fellow of JEHOVAH, could be /mztten, we ‘ ought to be 
« exceedingly cautious how we admit fuch a book.” 


A. very faye obfervation brings up the rear: “ If Chrift 
‘¢ was God, his blood could not be his blood as God, but as 


‘¢ man.” Can our author prove that God could not unite to 
his own perfect and impafhble nature one infinitely inferior; 
or that, in this cafe, what properly belonged to the inferior 
nature, could not be afcribed to the perfon, as denomi- 
‘nated from the fuperior ? 
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VINDICATION 


OF THE. 


DOCTRINE or SCRIPTURE, &. 


BOOK 


II. 


OF THE EVIDENCE OF THE DEITY OF CHRIST, FROM THE 
USE OF THAT EXPRESSION, THE SON OF GOD. 


ee ——— 


A S the Evangelifts, in a great variety of paflages, call 
` Jefus the Son of God, I once thought of illuftrating 
this character among the proofs of his Divinity from the 
thre: firft gofpels. But this argument opening a wide field, 
it feemed more proper to view it difinétly. Nor could ıt 
appear in that luftre of evidence which naturally belongs 
to it, were not fome attention paid to the ufe of this ex- 
preflion by other infpired writers. - But when this ftriking 
phrafeolc, y 1s viewed in connexion with thofe variou ideas 
which ur: combined wita lt in tie langua.ze of :of{piration, 
hke the rays of li ht concentrated in one point, its torce 1s 
greatly increafed, and all the objectons of adverfaries are 


asa thread of tow when st toucheth the fire. 


That 
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That I may, as far as poflible, do juftice to the fubjed, I 
fhall inquire, how this chatafter was underftood by faints 
under the Old Teftament ; in. what fenfe 1 it was proclaimed. 
by the F ather K hol - it was iAterpréted f by holy angels, by 
devils, and by the enemies of Chrift; what ideas it con- 
veyed, as expretled by Jefus himfelf ; what fenfe believers 
affixed to it during his abode on earth ; and how it was ap- 
_plied*to‘him "by the “apoftles and ‘others, after his afcen- 
fion. 

It may be previoufly obferved, that when Chrift is called 
the Son, without any addition, it is to be underftood in the 
fame fenfe as when he 1s more particularly denominated 


the Son of God. tia 


C H A P.: I. 


Of the Faith of Saints under the Old-Teftament ; and of the 


Teftemony of the Father, and of holy Angels, concerning 
Chrift as the Son of God. 


ELIEVERS under the Old Teftament knew the Mef- 
frah as a Son begotten of the Father ; as ıt is faid, 
Pfal.ti.-7. Thou ‘art my Son, this day havel begotten thee. 


They’confidered this as a proper generation, and as imply- 
ing unity of effénce. For they ‘embraced this Son as'the 
object of their faith, and were -affured of the bleffednefs 
of all who-did fo. ‘Thus it 1s’faid, ver. 12. Kz/s ye the Son, 
left he be angry, and ye perifh from the way, when his wrath 
zs kindled but a little: bleffed'are all they that put their truft 
in him. They could not have this affurance, without belie- 
ving his Deity. - For they were taught by the fame autho- 


rity, that cur/fed is the man that trufteth in:man, Jer. xvii? 5. 
They 
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They knew that,this cogfdence,was that which belongs; to 
God. alone, Ifa. xlvii. 2. l. 10. | ‘They ,were perfuaded 
that, if, they, refufed to receive and rely on.him as the pro-. 
per abjec of their faith, they, fabjećted themfelves, to eterr. 
nal. mifery ; p they „would, perifh fromthe way: Can- any 
one, therefore, „wha candidly , confiders : their faith. in the 
Mefiiah, . as here declared, affert of, the Jews ‘without di- 
ftinction, that. they, never me sai - re: other than a man. 
“+ like themfelves * : as 

\ ¿Solomon OEE TNE the Wifdom of God as giving this 
teftimony. to the fons of, men; W. pen. there were no depths, 
I was brought forth <r Before the mountains were fettled, be- 
fore the hills was Ishrought forth, Prov. ,Vlll. 24, 25., ‘That 
this can only. be underftood as the language of a perfon,. has, 
been elfewhere proved. | To the fame purpofe i is the faith of 
the church exprefled. by, Micah: Whofe goings forth, bave 
been from of old, from, everlafting, chap. y. 2. 

Long before the incarnation, the church knew this glo- 
rious Perfon as 72 the bofom of the Father, 2 as, the Son of bis 
love s according, to that.divine teftimony, ‘Then was, I by 
Bim, as one brougbt up: with him, or as a fo »fter-fon, and I 
was. daily bis, delight, Proy. yi 30. They believed .in 
him as the: Counfellor,,, Ifa. ix. 6. 

„They acknowledged . him as a Son whofe nature was, 1n- 
effable. Therefore Agur faith ; What zs bis Son’s Name, ı if 
thou canft tell? Prov, xxx. 4. Name muft be underftood in 
the fame {enfe here, as 1n the claufe immediately preceding, 
where it is ufed ‚with .refpect to the Father. Now, they 
knew. his name ; but not the full import of it, as exprefling 
his incomprehenfible nature. They believed that the na- 
ture of the Son was as incom prehenfible as that of the Father. 
Therefore are thele two queftions joined, with a note of 


defiance equal y applicable to both; W hat - 2s bis Name, ot 
bis Saks Name, 2 af thou canft tell è s 


They 
* Hift. of Corupt, vol. i. p. 2. 
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They knew that the Son given fhould be the Mighty God; 

and the Father of Eternity, lfa.1x.6. JeHovAnhad calléd thofe 

gods, to whom his word came. But his ancient pedple were 

affured ‘that he had never given this appellation -óf žbe. 
Mighty God to any of the fons of men; ór of the Father of 
Eternity to man who is as grafs. : But our author fays; 

“ Thefe titles may not exprefs what Chrift is; but what 

“ God will manifeft himfelf to be ii him, and by him ;‘fo 
“ that, in the difpenfation of the gofpel, God, the wife-and | 
“ benevolent author of it, will- appear to be a Worderful 
 Counfellor, the Everlafting Fathér;' and the Prince '6f 
“s Peace*.” This is a proof of thè great pains whith this 

Gentleman takes to’ make that crooked, which God hath.. 
made fraight. _ If the holy Scripttire mult be interpreted 
in this way, in order to the attainment of its true meaniiig; 
it were far better entirely to renounte it: For at this rate, 
it cannot rationally be fuppofed to be given by God as å 
rule of faith, as well as of manners, not to the learned only, 
but to the illiterate, who always conftitute by far the great- 
eft part of mankind. This plan of interpretation direétly 
tends to bewilder the mind in an endlefs labyrinth. : ‘Te 
gives the lie to that very fyftem which it is meant to fup- 
port. For while Reafon is made the’ teft of divine’ Truth, 

it muft alfo be fuppofed that Truth is obvious tó Reafon, 
as being revealed in language intelligible to the bulk of 
mankind. For this end, it muft be ufed according to its 
common acceptation. But while ‘the avowed ‘defign “of 
what 1s called rational theology } is to relieve men from thofe 
fetters of implicit faith; in which, it is pretended, they 4re 
{till held by all but Socinian teachers; its real tendency is 
only to give a change of fetters. Though a particular 
verfion of Scripture be excellent, new light may be thrown 
on various paflages, by attention to the original languages. 


But 


# Famil. Ilur. p. 29. 
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But if it is only fuch an acquaintance with thefe as will en- 
able us to twift them into all the forms within the com pals 
of fancy, that can either fecure us in a doétrine fundamen- 
tal in religion, or deliver us from one deftrudtive to it, the 
mafs of mankind muft {till depend on their teachers. _ 
Our author indeed fays,1 in the preface t to thefe Illiftrations; 
To thofe who lived in the times in which thet books 
“ were publithed, they were no doubt very intelligible’; 
“ the language i in which they were written, and the cuftoms 
“ to which they allude, being perfedtly known to’theni. 
“ But what was eafy to them, a long courfe of time Has 
“ rendered extremely difficiilt to us.—In this ftate of 
“ things, the ignorant and unlearried are very liable to wrep 
“ the eriptures, as the apoftle Peter fays they éver have 
“ done.” But how dark foever fome paflages may be, 
which allude t to cuftoms now unknown, i it was indifpenfably 
requifite. that all things, neceflary to falvation, fhould be re- 
vealed in language intelligible to all, in every age and na- 
tion, who come to the word as new-born babes. To fup- 
pofe the contrary, is to impeach the wifdom of God. For 
whatever was written aforetime, was written for our learn- 
ing. tis not the darknefs of dead languages, nor igno- 
rance of ancient cuftoms, that renders the fcripture unintel- 
ligible ; ; but the wifdom of this world, leaning to our own 
under ftanding, and not trufting in the Lord with all our beart 
for the gift of that Spirit, who is promifed to lead into all 
truth. Inthe words referred to by our author, Peter doés 
not {peak of the unlearned only, as wrefting the Scriptures 
to their own deftruftion, but alfo of the uaffable, who, as he 
has already faid, having known the way of righteoufne/s, 
turn from the holy commandment delivered unto them ;— 
bring in damnable berefies, denying the Lord who bought 
them, and bring upon themfelves fwift deftruftion. 


éé 


Our 
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Our author is a living proof that his plan of interpreting 
fcripture throws the mind into a ftate of {cepticifm as to 
any determinate - meaning. For, in his interpretation of 
this remarkable prophecy, he clearly fhows the perplexity 
of his mind. , ci Thefe titles may not exprefs what Chrift 
se is Pe. ; 'Thofe who have wrote on Sacred Philology 
have been at. great pains to inftruct the world in the 
meaning of this phrafe, His name Joall be called, and of 
others. of the. fame kind ; informing us that they fi ignify 
what one fhall really be, or: what he hall” appear to be. 
But thefe writers, with all their mighty leatning, have been 
only laborious triflers. ‘Frequently as it occurs to our au- 
thor, they have never once attended to this beautiful figure 
of {peech, by. which the name of a fon is expreflive, not 
of. what he is himfelf, but of, what his F ather ı 1S. For all 
the cramp terms in Rhetoric, there is not one for this., It 
is to be hoped that our author, when next, he has occafion 
to treat of this figure, will favour us with a diftinétive name 
for it, that henceforth, for the benefit of pofterity, it may 
be inferted in all the rhetorical fyftems. o important a 
difcovery, indeed, deferves a place in his’ -own Lefures On 
Oratory ana Criticifm. f 7 

But it happens rather unluckily for his theory, that the 
name 1s prefaced with this declaration, The ; government Jhal 
be upon bis fooulder. Now, it .cannot be refufed that this 

refpects the Son, who is mentioned immediately before, ‘and 
fignifies that he is to bear the whole weight of it.. There- 
fore, it muft be very ftrange, 1f not one of all the following 
characters expreffes what this Governor himfelf fhould be. 
His government is particularly defcribed in the next verfe : 
and is there not a fingle word concerning his Perfon? It is 
alfo unfavourable to our author, that one of thefe names 
1s elfewhere aflumed by the Son. For it has been proved, 
that it was he who faid to Manoah, Why afkeft thou thus 


after í 
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after my name, feeing it is Wonderful, Jud. xiii. 18; It is al- 
ío certain that thefe names were not actually impofed upon 
Jefus, which Dr P.’s theory neceffarily requires. There- 
fore they can only be viewed as exprefling his real charac- 
ter. 
But the Doétor is armed cap-a-pie againft any fuch 


argument. ‘*If this name,” he fays, “ be fuppofed to 


“ characterize Chrift himfelf, it will by no means fa- 
“ vour the common dottrine of the Trinity.” We have 
a very fage reafon, indeed :—* becaufe it will “ make 
“ him to be the Father, or the firft perfon, and not 


“the Son, or the fecond perfon.” He evidently grants 


that thefe words may be viewed as. characterizing Chrift, 
both here, and afterwards when he fhews in what fenfe 


they will apply to him. But the very idea of the doc- 
trine of the Trinity puts him fo much off his guard, 
that he produces an objection which {trikes as directly a- 
gain{t his own application of the paflage to our Saviour, 
as again{ft ours. ‘ It will make him to be the Father.’ 
If fo, why fhould Dr P. take the trouble to fhew how 
thefe words will apply to the Son. For if his objection be 
juft, they cannot apply to him in any fenfe. 

= But what is the foundation of this weighty objection? 
Chrift is called The Everlafting Father. The amount of 
this reafoning 1s, that he who is a Son in one refpect, cannot 
be a Father in any other. But ftill, the character will ap- 
ply tothe Son, without infringing on the peculiar property 
of the Father. He may be called the Father of Eternity, 
which is the literal tranflation, as being the Author of Eter- 


nal Salvation, Heb. v. 9.1n the fame manner as it is taid, 
Hath the rain a father? Job xxxviii. 28. refpecting its 
caufe or firft principle. Or, he may be thus denomina- 
ted, as being the father, or founder, of that new age or dif- 


penfation, which is to endure as long as the fun and moon ; 


the fecond Adam, the father of that feed which /ball endure 
Vot. I. L Jor 


Book III. 


for ever. Thus we read of the everlafting kingdom of our - 
Lord and Saviour Fefus Chrift, 2 Pet.i.11. According to 
either of thefe views, this character 1s ftrictly connected and 


properly agrees with that immediately added, the Prince of 
Peace. For peace is the fum of our falvation, and the com- 
prehenfive blefling of the Mefliah’s kingdom *. 

But if the paffage muft be applied in this way, our author 
confoles himfelf with the pleafing idea, that it fhall be very 
little to the honour of his Mafter. ‘ Befides,” he fays, “ what- 
“ ever powers and dignities are to be poffefled by Chrift, it 
‘€is fufhiciently infinuated in this place, that he does not 
“ hold them znzdependent and underived; fince he himfelf, 
‘and’ all the bleflings that he beftows, are faid to be gzver, 
‘ that is, by God; and at the conclufion of the prophecy, 
“« in the next verfe, it is faid, that the zeal of the Lord of 
« Hafis will perform this.” Chrift himfelf is indeed faid to 
be gzven. As Mediator, he is the gift of God. But he is 
not griven by the Father exclufively. He gave himfelf for 
us: andhe gives himfelf to us in the Gofpel. What a 
mournful abufe is it of this uz/peakable gift, thence, to form 
fuch humiliating inferences cOncerning him ! 

However, though the Son himfelf 1s faid to he gzven, how 
does our author prove, that “it is fufhciently intimated 
“ in this place that whatever powers and dignities are pof- 
“ fefled by him—he does not hold them independent and un- 


s derived 2» He cannot eftablifh this from what follows, 
The zeal, ‘Se. For he has not yet proved, That the Son 
himfelf is not the Lord of Hofts. To confine this charaéter 


to the Father, is to beg the queftion ; a fpecies of proof ve- 
ry common with Socinians. Here he is not fupported by 
the ancient Jews. For the Chaldee Paraphraft renders this 
lat expreflion, Ths /hall be done by the Word of the Lord 


of Hofts. 


* Vid. Vitring. in loe, 
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But this remarkable paffage is not yet fufliciently mang- 
led. Our author muft give it another ftroke, a finithing 
one, that it may never again rife up as a witnefs againff 
his fyftem. ‘I would alfo obferve,” he fays, and cer- 
tainly it 1s worthy of obfervation, more than any thing 
that plodding critics have ever obferved before, ‘ that that 

“ part of the title on which the greateft {trefs has been laid, 
“ may be rendered the mighty God my Father jor ever, or 


“ the mighty God is my Father for ever.” But how will this 


correfpond with what feems to be our author’s favourite 
application of the pafflage,—to the Father himfelf? The 
plain language of fuch a plan of interpretation 1s, ‘* Let the 
« Scripture mean any thing, or nothing at all, if ıt do not 
“hurt my fyftem, or favour the common doltrine of the 
‘6 Trinity.” Our author does not generally trouble himfelf 
with criticifm. But when he happens to ftrike on this 
key, what a glorious difcovery does he give of his philolo- 
gicaltalents! Your Leufdens and Lightfoots, your Vitrin- 
gas and Lowths, never favoured the world with any thing 
like this. The luminous idea of a patronymic being here 
introduced, feems to have been referved for him. 


The later Jews have laboured much to wreft this paflage 
out of the hands of Chrifhians: but they never thought of 
this happy device. That learned Dutchman, who was at 
fuch pains to make the Old Teftament a dead letter, wifely 
‘thought of reading the preceding words, The Counfellor of 
the mighty God, as applicable to Hezekiah. But he had 
not invention enough, to make any thing tolerable of thofe 
that follow. The Chaldee Paraphraft was fo ignorant of 


the original, that he renders this expreilion, Ibe God of 
wonderful counfel. 


But the flere ht, the uebodeia, as the Apoftle calls it (Eph. 
iv. 14.) in this new tranflation, lies wholly in the proper 


management of a {mall matter, indeed, of a mere Fod. As 
Z 2 the 
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the Hebrew word is abz, and not ad, our author boldly con- 
cludes that it fignifies my father. It would be paying too 
{mall a compliment to the learned writer, to fuppofe that 
he did not know, that this is the ordinary form of the word, 
when it occurs, as here, in conftruction with another; of 
which there are many inftances. Therefore, according to 
this mode of interpretation, inftead of, ‘* The fame is the 
“ father,” we ought to read, ** The fame 1s my father of 
“ the children of Ammon unto this day,” Gen. xix. 38. 
Thus Mofes muft be underftood as faying, Jabal “ was my 
“ father of fuch as dwell in tents,” and Jubal “ was my fa- 
« ther of all fuch as handle the harp,” Gen. iv. 20, 21. We 
will alfo have “ Kith my father of Saul,” 1 Sam. ix. 3. Wc. 
t¥c. The fubftantive verb zs, in our author’s verfion, is en- 
tirely a fupplement of his own. | His view is totally repug- 
nant to the punctuation. b: has a different vowel point, 
when it fignifies my father. The accents are directly a- 
gainft it. Though thefe fhould be confidered as of human - 
invention, yet in the prefent cafe they prove, at leaft, that 
the Jews have never dreamed of fuch an interpretation as 
our author’s. 


He fays that this view “1s exactly agreeable to many de- 
“ clarations of the Scripture: concerning Chrit, and his 
“ ufual title of the Son of God; and that to this the angel, 
‘¢ in his falutation of Mary, might probably allude, when 
“ he faid, Luke 1. 32. He /ball be great, and fhail be called 


‘6 the Son of the Higheft.” Many things are agreeable to 
each other, which are not exaćłly ío. When this is the 


cafe, there is no variation, either in fubftance, or in circum- 
{tances. Where language is thus fpoken of, it is fuppofed 
that there 1s no difference even in terms. One would 


therefore expect, after our author’s aflertion, that he would 
produce a few of many paflages in which God 1s called the 


Mighty God the Father of Chrift, or his Father for ever. 
I But 
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But if the learned gentleman difcover a faint refemblance, 
favourable to his purpofe, with him it is enou,h to confti- 
tute an exact agreement. 

Even fuppofing that the angel alluded to this paffage, 
inftead of proving that thefe titles do not belong to Chrift, 
it would afford a ttrong prefumption that they do. For 


when he {peaks of him as the Son of the Higheft, it is cer- 
tainly in a refpect different from that in which he mentions 


David as his father. I fhall only add, that were our au- 
thor’s mode of conftruction admitted, a Trinitarian might 


urge, with fully as much appearance of reafon, that the 
name, My Father for ever, or My everlafting Father, de- 
noted in what fenfe God is the Father of this Son, vig. by 
eternal generation. 

Indeed, his eternal generation, and therefore his effential 
unity with the Father, was celebrated by the ancient Jews as 
the foundation’of his mediatory truft. They believed that 1t 
was becaufe the Father had degotten him, that he would 
give him the heathen for his inheritance, and the uttermoft 
ends of the earth for his poffeffion, Pfal. ii. 7,8. It was be- 
caufe his goings forth had been from of old, from everlafting, 
that they expected that he fhould come forth, in his tempo- 
ral incarnation, to be Ruler in Ifrael, Mic. v. 2. 


We are informed by our author, indeed, that this latter 
paflage “ may be underftood concerning the promifes of 


“ God, in which the coming of Chrift was fignified to man- 
“ kind from the beginning of the world,” and that * the 
« Chaldee Paraphraft renders it, whofe Name was foretold 
“ of old *.”’ But it 1s to no purpofe to tell us how an ex- 
preffion may be underftood, while no regard 1s paid to the 
{cope and connexion, or to the ordinary fenfe of language ; 
and while no reafons are given in fupport of the interpre- 
tation. A lively fancy, when thus allowed to drive on 

Z 3 with 
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with loofe reins, may make any thing even of the lan- 
guage of infpiration. The ingenious Bifhop of Avranches 
imagined that he alone had difcovered the true meaning of 
Ifa. viu. 1. when he underftood the command given. to the 
prophet, to write concerning Maherfbalalbafhbaz, as refpett- 
ing that parental act, over which the Holy Scripture, in its 
manner of expreflion, often draws the modeft veil of meta- 
phor *. 

Dr P. cannot produce a fingle inftance of the word ren- 
dered goings forth +, being ufed to denote the work of God 


in promifing or predicting future events. But its root f is 
often ufed to fignify a natural birth, or a literal origin. 


Thus, of Cafluhim it is faid, Out of whom came Philiftzm, 
Gen. x. 14. Naked, fays Job, came I out of my mother’s 


womb, Jobi. 2%. In this fenfe it is ufed, 2 Kin. xx. 18. 
Of thy fons that Jhall ifue from thee, &c. ||. When metaphori- 
cally ufed to denote the proceffion of words, the gorze forth 
is attributed to the words themfelves, and not to the perfon 
fpeaking, or of whom they are fpoken, as mutt be the cafe 
here, according to our author’s view §. 

But we need go no farther than the claufe immediately 
preceding, where the root 1s ufed to exprefs a real nati- 
vity ; Out of thee fhall he come forth. It is unnatural to 
fuppofe that the fame word, radically viewed, is ufed in 
its ordinary fenfe in the firft claufe, and 1n another, in which 
it no where elfe oscurs, in the fecond. Befides, by this 
interpretation, the antithefis evidently ftated between a 
temporal and an eternal egrefs, 1s loft. 


Dr P. mentions the fenfe given to thefe words, in the. 
Chaldee paraphrafe, as favourable to his view. But he 


has no claim to the benefit of it, in a fingle inftance, when 
he 
* Demonftrat. Evangel. Prop. 7. fect. 15. 
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|] See alfo 2 Sam. vii. 12. 1 Chron. ii. 53. Ifa. xi. I. &c, 
§ See Plal, Ixzxix. 34. Jer. xvii. 16. a}}v. 17. 
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he pays fo little regard to its general teftimony with refpect 
to the Memra. However, though he is willing to wreft a 
weapon out-of the hand of an adverfary, it is to his own 
hurt. For the words of the paraphrafe will not bear his 


tranflation. They do not fignify, Whofe name was fore- 
told of old; but, Whofe name is fpokex from eternity, from 
the days of the hidden age*. In this double expreffion re- 
{pecting eternity, the Paraphraft indeed retains the very 


words of the original, only exprefling them in the Chaldee 


manner. ' 
= Dr P.’s view labours under various infurmountable dif- 
ficulties. The egrefs of a promife is not only a very dif- 
ferent thing from that of a perfon; but a promife made 
“« from the beginning of the world” can never be the fame 


with a perfon going forth from eternity. The beginning of 
the world has always been confidered by Chriftians as the 
beginning of time. But though before this there was no- 
thing fave eternity, time and eternity are two things as dif- 
ferent as the mind of man can conceive. Both the words 
here uled denote eternity. That rendered from of oldt, 
is indeed fometimes ufed to denote a remote æra within the 
compa{s of time. But it often fignifies eternity in the moft 
proper fenfe. It is the attribute of God himfelf, Deut. 
xxxiii. 27. The Eternal God is thy refuge. It expreffes his 
exiftence without beginning: He that abzdeth of old, Pial. 
lv. 19. Itis the word unfed by Habakkuk, chap. 1. 12. art 
thou not from everlafting 2 We find it in the language of Wif- 
dom, the eternity of which 1s acknowledged by our oppo- 
nents, though they refufe its perfonality : The Lord poffeffed 
me—BEFORE bis works of old. The priority claimed is 
evidently that of eternal exiftence. For it immediately 
follows; Z was fet up from everlafting, Prov. vill. 22, 23. 
In conformity to this, the language of Micah may be ren- 


Za dered, 
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dered, Whofe goings forth have been, from the beginning.— 
not “ of the world” indeed, but that beginning afcribed to 
Wildom, of the fame date with eternity, as the terms are fy- 
nonymous; I was fet up from EVERLASTING, from the BE- 
GINNING, or ever the earth was. The other word * rendered 
from everlafting, is derived from a verb which fignifies to 


hide, as e{pecially denoting duration of a hidden and unknown 
kind. Though ufed, in various places, in a limited fenfe, ıt 
moft frequently fignifies abfolute eternity. It is the ftrongeft 


expreflion employed ın {fcripture to denote the eternity of 
God himfelf, Pfal. xc. 2. If we can ever be certain that it 


is ufed in this fenfe, we muft be fo, when it is joined, as in 
the paflage under confideration, with another word of the 
fame meaning. Thus it occurs in the place already quoted, 
Prov. vill. 22, 23. with refpect to the fenfe of which, as 
denoting eternity, there is no difpute. There it 1s connec- 
ted with Dp. Becaufe days are here joined with eternity, 
it is no prefumption that we are to underftand the language 
of time. For the fame mode of {peech is ufed by Wifdom, 
in the place referred to; I was day by day bis delight. 

But although the proof arifing from the words themfelves 
were lefs ftriking, there would be fufficient . from 
the context, that the perfon defcribed had an exiftenc prior 
to his nativity in Bethlehem. In the next words, he 1s 
pointed out as the Judge and Ruler of God’s people at the 
very time that this prophecy was delivered. For a judicial 
att is afcribed to him: He will give them up, ver. 3. The 
pronoun relates to him only, who is before denomiated the 
judge of Ifrael, who was to be [mitten with a rod upon the 
cheek, ver. 1. and the Ruler in Lfrael, ver. 2; and who is 
mentioned, in the following part of this verfe, in relation 


any, 


to 


ied osiy olam. This would feem to be the origin of the Latin ohm; 


efpeciaily as this refembles the Hebrew word in dencting, both the paft, 
and the future. 
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to bis brethren. They were to be given up to adverfity, 


till fhe who travailed brought forth, thatis, till the Meffiah 
fhould come forth out of Bethlehem-Ephratah. The futu- 


rity of this great event 1s mentioned as the very reafon of 


the continuance of their calamity: Therefore will he give 
them up till, &c. For God, would have his church to look 
forward to the incarnation of a Divine Perfon as the foun- 


dation of her hope; and to learn by experience what fhe 
had fo long refufed to learn by precept, that all her tem- 
poral deliverances, amid{t deferved wrath, were only for 
the fake of Immanuel, had an immediate refpect to his 
coming, and prefigured that {piritual falvation which he 
alone could give. 

Thus, it was revealed to the Jewifh church, that he who 
was then her Fudge fhould, as a Kinfman-Redeemier, join the 
remnant of his brethren, even of the Gentile nations, to the 
children of Ifrael, ver. 4. that he fhould appear to them as 
a Divine Shepherd, who fhould fand and feed them in the 
Jtrength of the Lord, and in the majefty of the Name of the 
Lord his God, ver. §. as poflefled of the effential dignity of 
the divine nature; and that it was this illuftrious Perfon, 
whofe goings forth had been from of old, from everlafting, 
who fhould give them reconciliation with God, and deli- 
verance from all adverfity. For it is added, ver. 6. And this 


Joall be the peace, when the Affyrians fhall come into our land. 


In what fenfe we are to underftand this charaéter, ap- 
pears from the teftimony of God the Father: This is my 
beloved Son, in whom I am well pleafed, Matt. 11.17. Our 


author will not pretend that Chrift is called the Son of God, 
becaufe of his miraculous conception. With as little pro- 
priety can it be faid, that he receives this name becaufe of 


the perfection of his obedience. For though his life was 


hitherto blamelefs, he was only entering on his proper trial, 
pafling 
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paffing from a life of retirement to his public miniftry, en- 
gaging in various conflicts with temptation, and expofing 
himfelf to the malice of the world. It had not yet ap- 
peared how he would condué himfelf in fuch trying cir- 
cumftances. It is, therefore, entirely prepofterous to fuppofe 
that he fhould receive this:diftinguifhing character, before he 
had proved his title to 1t. According to this view, it ought 
tohave been, Thrs will be my beloved Son, &c. The very for- 
mation of the language implies that he is a Son, abftractly 
from the idea of the Father’s love. Literally it is, Tzs zs 
that my Son, that Beloved. ` If we confider the firft expref- 
fion as merely fignifying God’s peculiar love to him, ex- 
clufive of the idea of a proper fonfhip, we charge the Di- 
vine Speaker with an unmeaning tautology. 

It has been feen, that this character is not equivalent to 
that of the Chrift; and the fame will more fully appear in 
the courfe of this inquiry. 

When this tefttmony was repeated at the transfiguration, 
it was with this important addition; Hear ye bim, Matt. 
xvii. 5. It cannot be fuppofed as the defign; of the Divine 
Speaker, that Jefus fhould only have the fame honour that 
his people had given to former meffengers. For the Son: is 


here oppofed to all who had gone before him ; who are re- 
prefented in their different characters, by the two illuftrious 


perfons prefent. Thefe words are, indeed, the Father’s re- 
ply to the foolifh propofal of the bewildered difciples, of 
making three tabernacles, and thus giving the fame honour 
to Mofes and Elias, as to Jefus. But they are commanded 


to hear him, as greater than Mofes, the initrumental giver 
of the law, and as greater than Elias, who was called the 


reftorer of it. Nor is the argument, enforcing this com- 
mand, taken from the fuperiority of his doétrine and dif- 
penfation; but from the fuperior dignity of the Perfon, as 

og the ‘Son of God effentially confidered. Fhe very 


word 
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word ufed-to exprefs the command, confirms th;s view. 
For it. often occurs in {cripture, as.denoting the whole of 
that homage we owe to God, with refpeĉt to the revelation | 
he hath given us: Obferve and hear all thefe words which I 
command thee, Deut. xii. 28. And the people Jaid unto Fo- 
Jkua, The Lord our God will we ferve, and his voice will we 
obey, literally, Lear, Jofh. xxiv. 24. Lf ye will not hear,—to 
give glory tomy Name, I well even fend acurfe upon you, Mal. 
u.2. He that rs of God, heareth God's words, John viii. 47. 


How this language was underftood by holy Angels, 
appears from the addrefs of Gabriel to the Virgin. The 
Holy Ghoft Jall come upon thee, and the power of the Higheft 
fhall overfbadow thee: therefore alfo that Holy Thing which 
Jhall be born of thee fhall be called the Son of God, Luke 


i, 35- Socinians have generally explained thefe words as 


fignifying, that Jefus is the Son of God, becaufe of his mi- 
raculous conception. But it is not faid, that therefore he 
fhall de, but only that he fhall be called, the Son of God. 
Nor is he fo called, as if he derived his fonfhip from his 
miraculous conception, but becaufe this was a glorious: ma- 


nifeftation of it. That this is the fenfe, is evident from the 
connexion. As thefe words are an anfwer to Mary’s que- 


ftion, How fhall this be, feeing I know not a man ? the An- 
gel undoubtedly alludes to the prophecy of Ifaiah; Behold, 
a Virgin, fhall conceive, and bear a Son, and fhall call his 
Name Immanuel, chap. vu. 14. He informs Mary, that 


this /gn fhould be fulfilled inher. “ Therefore,” he fays, 
*‘ by this extraordinary circumftance, it {hall be clearly 


“ manifefted that he, who {hall be born of thee, is indeed 
“ the Son of God, who has been fo long promiled to his 


‘¢ Church in the charatter of a Divine Saviour *.’’ Per- 
fons 


” Vid. Hoornbeck Socin, Confutat. Vol. ii. p. 37, 38. Bifterfield cont. 
Crell. p. 303, 
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fons and things are, in fcripture, frequently faid to be called by 
any particular defignation, when it is fimply meant, that it 
fhall undoubtedly appear that they really are what the de- 
fignation imports. Thusitisfaid, He that is left in Zion— 
Shall be called holy ; that is, he fhall evidently appear to be 
holy. For this is to be accomplifhed, When the Lord /hall 
have wafhed away the filth of the daughter of Zion, Ifa. iv. 
3, 4. But we need go no farther than the prophecy to which 
the Angel refers. - There 1t is faid, Thou /halt call his Name 
Immanuel. Now, the meaning plainly 1s, that he, thus 
miraculoufly conceived, fhall appear to be God with us. 
For Mary did not give him this name, nor did he ordi- 
narily receive it from others. His miraculous conception 
was the primary evidence of his being God MANIFEST 72 
the fle/fo, 1 Tim. 11.16. It may be further obferved, that 
that the particle ào, rendered therefore, does not neceflarily 
point out the caufe of Chrift’s filiation. For according to 
its frequent fignification, it fimply denotes the con/equence 
of his miraculous conception. 

It is remarkable, that the angel fpeaks of that which 
jhould be born of the Virgin, as a Holy Thing. This 1s 
not the language ordinarily ufed to denote a perfon. It 
evidently exprefles his conviction that Mary fhould be the 
mother of Jefus, only according to the fle/b or human na- 
ture, which had no fubfiftence by itfelf. Language of the 


fame kind is employed by the angel who appeared to Jo- 


feph: That which is conceived of her is of the Holy Ghoft, 
Matt. 1.20. When Gabriel fays that even, or alfo that 
Holy Thing fhould be called the Son of God; he declares 
that, in confequence of its perfonal union to the divine na- 
ture, it fhould be evident that this name belonged to the 
whole Perfon of the Mediator. But the language at the 
fame time clearly imports, that this name fhould by no 


means be wholly engrofled by the human nature. 
| | The 
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The angel undoubtedly knew that, in this inftance, that 
which was to be born ofa woman fhould be clean *, becaufe 
of the effential purity of the Perfon to which it was to be 
united. We may be aflured, indeed, that he who was zz 
all things made like unto his brethren, fin excepted, would 


have been affimilated to them in refpe&t of his conception, 
had not his infinite holinefs precluded the poffibility of his 


becoming literally te Son of man. For thus he muft have 
born the image of the earthy. 

According to the judgment of many interpreters, both 
ancient and modern, by the power of the Higheft overfha- 
dowing the virgin, we are to underftand the fecond Perfon 
of the adorable Trinity as, by his own agency, taking part 
of our nature t. If this be the cafe, the angel gives the 
moft fatisfying reafon why even this nature fhould not be 
excluded from the honour of the name under confideration, 
although properly belonging only to the Divine. For in 
confequence of this ineffable affumption, they are indiffolu- 


bly united in:one perfon. It deferves our attention, that, 
although the influences of the Spirit are fometimes denom1- 
nated power ț, this term is not ufed any where elfe as a 
perfonal defignation of the Spirit himfelf. But as the fecond 
Perfon feems, in the Old Teftament, to be defigned the arm 
of the Lord, Ifa. li. g. liu. 1. which is a fynonymous phrafe ; 
in the New, he is exprefsly faid to be the power of God, 
I Cor. 1. 24. 


C H A P. I 
Of the Teflimony of Devils, and of the Enemies of Chrif. 


T may not be improper to inquire, in what fenfe this 
defignation was underftood by fallen angels. Satan 


feems 
* Job xv. 14. xxv. 4. f Vid. Wolfi Cur. in loc. f Luke xxiv. 49. 
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feems to have founded his temptation on that firiking tefti- 
mony given by the Father. And he loft no time in trying 
the claim-that fefus ‘had to this character.‘ For» then`was 
Fefus ted up of the. Jpirit into the wilderne/s, to be tempted of 
the Devil, Matt: iv. 1. Scarcely had that voice been utter- 
ed,. Thzs 1s-my beloved Son, ere Jefus heard ancther, faying ; 
If thou be the Sontof. God, command that thefe ftones be miade 
bread, ver. 3. The.tempter evidently’ interpreted this de- 
fignatipn as implying creating. power, not merely in its 
effects, in the change-of the very fubftance of things,”but 
jn the manner of operation; by a mere word of :comzzand: 
Whatever Socinians do, Satan feems to have underftoed 
this character, as denoting. that the Perfon to whom 1 it be- 


longed was that Word of. JFHovaH, who /pake, and it was 
done,.who commanded, and tt ficod faft, Plat. xxxii. 6. g. 
All the judicial power afcribed ‘to Chrift is confidered by 
Socinians' as the fruit-of his obedience, and‘ as conferred 
after his work was finifhed. But the. devils: themfelves 
knew- that, even in the days of his humiliation, he’ had 


power to torment them. The idea of this power they 
connect with his Sonfhip. Therefore Legion faid; Wat 


have we to do with thee, Fefus, thou Son of God ?. Art.thou 
come hither ‘to torment us before the time ? Matt. viil. 29. 
This multitude of unclean fpirits acknowledged his ab/olute 
authority over them and all. creatures. They befought him, 
that he would not command them to go out into the deep. 
They befought him, that he would fuffer them to enter into the 
Swine, Luke viii. 31, 32. In this gofpelthey are made to addrefs 
him as Soz of God moft High ; and they evidently confidered 
him as heir of all his Majefty and Power. It was becaufe he 
was Lord of the whole earth, that he had a right to deprive 


the. Gadarenes of. their property, in granting the capes of 
the hellifh legion. 


The devils were at times fo overwhelmed with a fenfe 
| og 
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of his majefty, as practically to fhew that they reckoned 
him a Son entitled to the fame homage with his Father. 
For unclean fptrits, when they Jaw him, fell down before bimn, 
and cried, faying, Thou art the Son of God, Mark iii 11. 
We are informed, in the fame Gofpel, that Legion, whem be 
Jaw Yefus afar off, ran and worfinpped him, chap. v. 6. 
They acknowledged him to be a Son of the fame nature 
with his Father. Therefore, they addrefled him as the 
Holy One of God, Mark i..24. Luke iv. 34. When they 
call him the Holy One, they acknowledge him to be -fu- 
premely and effentially holy, as oppofed to aH creatures : 
For thus the effential holinefs of the Divine Nature is often 
exprefled in the Old Teftament. When they call him the 
Holy One of God, they ufe an expreffion of the fame im- 
port with the the Son of God; denoting our Saviour’s re- 
lation to the firt Perfon as his Father, a relation of fo pe- 
culiar a kind, that it not only excludes every other from 
any claim to parmerfhip, but implies the pofleffion of all 
that holinefs which is eflential to the Father. 

Thefe proofs may be of ufe to others. But they muft be 
loft on thofe who are confirmed in our author’s fentiments. 
For lie denies that our Saviour was really tempted by the 
Devil; and agrees with fome modern infidels, in afferting 
that the Demoniacs were merely lunatics<. All this is 
meant to perfuade the world, that there zs neither angel nor 


Spirit. 


The Enemies of Jefus underftood his claim of Sonthip 
in fuch a fenfe, as on this ground to accufe him of blaf- 


phemy. It was by no means their idea, that by fimply 
calling God bzs Father, or himfelf the Son of God, he was 


guilty of this crime. For the Jews arrogated this honour 
to themfelves upon very flight grounds : We be not born of 


fornication ; 
* Inftitutes, vol. it. p. 436. 
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fornication; we have one Father even God, John viii. 41. 
They knew that to them belonged the adoption. But they 
were convinced that Jefus claimed this honour, in fuch a 
fenfe as neceilarily bore that he was equal with God. And 
it was from the connexion of his difcourfe, that they learn- 
ed his peculiar meaning. They perfecuted, and fought to 
flay him, becaufe he had healed a man on the fabbath-day, 
John v. 16. But his vindication provoked them a great 
deal more than the action itfelf. ‘fe/us anfwered them, My 
Father worketh hitherto, and I work, ver. 17. Dr P. 
views, or pretends to view, thefe words as an excufe for 
healing on the fabbath: “ By way of apology, he fays, My 
s Father worketh hitherto, that is, in the courfe of his provi- 
- dence on the fabbath, as well as on other days ; and I work, 
“ that is, on the fabbath-day alfo. Upon this the Pharifees 
“are more enraged, becaufe he called God his Father, and 
“ because he made himfelf (not equal with God, as we render 
“it, but) ke unto-God, affuming fo much of his preroga- 
“ tive, as to claim the privilege of working on the fabbath- 
«66 day a 79 


This cannot with any propriety be called an apology. 


But ıt could be neither, 
unlefs Jefus ufed the word 4ztherto as applying to his own 


work, in the fame fenfe as to the Father’s. God’s working 
on the Sabbath could be no reafon why a mere man fhould 
do fo. Far lefs could fuch a reafon be given by our Sa. 
viour, 


For it was an exprefs vindication. 


God’s continuing thus to work could prove as 
little ; unlefs Jefus meant that his work was coeval with 
the Father’s, as being the very fame. Our Lord’s argu- 
ment evidently confifts in this, that he had the fame right 
to work on the Sabbath, as the Father, ‘becaufe he was e- 
qually a divine Perfon; which appeared from the famenefs 
of the date and duration of his operation. The whole force 

| of 
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of the argument lies in the equality of the perfons. With. 
out this, it hath none. The Jews juftly underftood Jefus as 
declaring that, though the F ather had refted on the Sabbath 
from his work of creation, he Aztherto, even until now, or re 
this hour, as the expreflion is elfewhere rendered, (1 John 
i. Q. I Cor. vill. 7.) on the Sabbath, as well as on other 


days, carried on his work of providence, in the preferva- 
tion of his creatures ; and alfo, that he wrought in conjunc- 
tion with the Father; ~~ had done fo hitherto, from the 
foundation of the world. 

The Doéttor endeavours to draw off the attention of the 
reader from the true nature of our Saviour’s claim, and 
from the true reafon of the rage of the Pharifees. He re- 
duces the former to a claim of mere refemblance; and he 
divides the latter into two diftincét reafons. .‘¢ The Phari- 
“ fees were more enraged,” he fays, ‘* becaufe he called 
« God his Father, and becaufe he made himfelf Zike unto 
“ God.” There is a ftroke of Socinian przefécraft here. 
The learned gentleman mut know, that the Evangelift 
gives both thefe reafons as one: Therefore the Fews fought 
the more to kill him, becaufe he not only had broken the Jab- 
bath, but faid alfo that God was his Father, making himfelf 
egual with God, ver. 18. The lał words may be viewed 
as their inference from what Jefus had faid, as exprefled in 
thofe immediately preceding. But to make a diftind rea- 
fon of them, favours too much of the cuaning craftine/s of 
‘thofe who He+ia wait to deceive. However, our author 
-wifhes in this manner to avert the force of Chiift’s calling 
God his Father, in that fenfe in which, according tc the 


natural connexion of the words, the Jews evidently under- 
ftood his language; and to make way for his new vertion 
of the word soy. He wifhes it to appear, that Chrift’s 
-calling God his Father, was not at all the reafon of t.eir 


concluding that he claimed even fo much as /zkene/s to him ; 
Vou. I. Aa but 
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but that this was wholly founded on thefe words, Z woré. 
But if his claim of Sonfhip fuggefted no idea either of 
equality, or of refemblance, how is it mentioned as in any 
refpect a reafon of their rage? The Dodétor, in his explana- 
tion, wifely paffes over this reafon. He aĦo difcovers great 
addrefs in dividing the true reafon. For as the Evangelift 


has left it, our author’s new tranflation of zov muft have 
appeared very aukwardly: “ The Jews fought, c. be- 
“ caufe he—faid alfo that God was his Father, making 
“ himfelf Ze unto God.” 

But truth needs none of thefe arts. The reafon why 
the Jews fought żĎe more to kill him, as given by John, ts 
fimply this; becaufe he Jard that God was his own Father, 
making himfelf equal with God. The thing that increafed 
the rage of his enemies, was the manner in which he 
claimed this relation. For he did not merely call. God his 
Father, or abftra@ly {peak of his own work; but he fpoke 
of his relation to God in fuch terms, and in fo intimate a con- 
nexion with his work, as clearly to fhew that he withed it 
to be confidered as the fame with God’s, and that he called 

God his proper Father *. 
Had the Jews underftood our Saviour as meaning that 
God was his Father merely in a metaphorical fenfe, they 
would not have quarrelled with him. For they afferted 
the fame concerning themfelves. But it is the very hinge 
of the accufation, that he called God his profer Father. 
This is fo well known to be the native force of the word 
wiog, that it fcarcely requires particular uluftration. This 


term is ufed more generally to denote property of any 
kind, as when it is faid, John i. xr. He came to his own, 
and his own received him not. But more ftrictly, it fignifies 
the clofeft degree of relation. Thus it intimates that 51- 
mon was the brother-german of Andrew, John i. 42. He 


just 
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firft findeth his own brother Simon. Every one ts com- 
manded to have zs ownz wife, r Cor. vii. 2*. But nei- 
ther could our Lord call God his proper Father, nor could 
the Jews underftand his’ words in this fenfe, unlefs he meant 
that God was his natural Father. Socinians have never 
been able to’produce a fingle inftance of one being called 
the proper father of another, but as implying: this idea. 
Till our author prove that proper and improper, literal and 
metaphorical, are the fame, he cannot {hew that this term, 
exprefsly ufed for the fake of diftinétion, denotes a relation 
of that very kind which it 1s meant to exclude. But as 
he who is a proper Son, 1s begotten of his Father; Jefus, 
being the proper Son of God, mutt of neceflity be fo be- 
gotten. This being the meaning of the word idiov, the ridi- 
culoufnefs of our author’s fubterfuge appears at firft view ; 
He “ faid alfo that God was rs proper Father, ,making 
“« himfelf /zke unto God.” 
rhat the Jews underftood our Lord as claiming a natural 
relation, farther appears from their inference from his 
words. They could never conceive that he made himfelf 
equal with God, by calling himfelf his Son metaphorically, 


or by afferting that as God had continued in his work of 
providence from the beginning of the world, hè had been 
{till engaged in a work of a different kind, from the be- 


ginning of his miniftry. The ancient difciples of Socinus 
granted that io fignified equality; pretending that thé 
Jews mifunderftood our Saviour’s meaning. Their fuc- 
ceffors, however, are become fo much better acquainted 
with the Greek language, as to find that the word mutt be 
rendered Ze. But our author has not produced a fingle 
example of its being ufed in this fenfe. The attempt 
would have been vain. For in the New Teftament, it in- 
variably fignifies equality : and it is conftantly ufed by pro- 

A a2 fane 


* Vid. Lamps in Johni. 42. Owen Vindic, Evang. p. 168. 


292, - Of the Teftimony of Devils, Book III. 


fane writers in the’ fame“fenfe. We need not trouble the 
reader with ‘proofs of what‘ cannot be-denied; but fhall 
fubmit “the decifion of this point'to a judge whom our au- 
thor cannot rédfonably objet tō. This is-no other than 
Dr P. himfelf. We have his judgment recorded in the 
fame work, at rio great diftance from what we have quoted, 
when explaining Phil. ii. 5.“ The proper rendering of 
“ this text,” he lays, “c is, Who being ın the form of God, 
did not'think ibat being EQUAL to God, or a ftate of equa- 
s6 lity With God, was a thing to be fetta. This ‘makes the 
‘whole paflage perfectly juft and coherent, &#c *.” If it 
fienify’ equality there, a Sate of eqiality ; if, according to 
this view, the whole pailage is perfectly Juft; let our au- 
thor be kind enough to give us a reafon, why i it is not 
rightly tranflated 3 in the paflage under confideration. 

But let “us fee how- the Jews are foothed, after being fo 
much enraged by a claim of mere réfemblance to God. 
Indeed, the Doĉor’s cure is as bad ‘ds his difeafe.: ‘He 
adds; “ To fhew them that he meant nothing arrogant im 
“ what “he’ faid, and that this privilege’ was given him by 
Á God, ‘he immediatel y replies, — The Son can dò nothing of 
j bimfelf, &c.” Tf the Jews confidered a ‘claim of merc 

likene/s to God as arrogant, ‘our Lord's teply could never 
Jew thim that it was not: For it did’ not avail to his 
enemies, ‘on what he’ pretended to found his claim. ` The 
‘claiin itfelf, however viewed, was the ground of their of- 
fence. They would readily believe that a man, who‘made 
‘fach a claim, would devife fome excufé for it. The Door 
ought to prove, elfe his chain is broken, that Jefus never pre- 
tended even likenefs to God;’as “ affuining any part of his 

“ prerogative.” Büt on the contrary, he grants that our 
Lord maintained his claim, fuéh ‘as itis reprefented. 


' What “Dr“P. “inteñds, ‘when “he ‘fpeaks “of our Eord 


“ meaning 
* Famil. Illu, p. 39. . 


@hap. II. and of the Enemies of Chrif. 373 


és meaniig nothing arrogant, *“T cannot well concéive. For 
he admits that he “ affumeéd fo much of God’s prer ‘ogative, 
“ as to claim the privilege of working on the fabbath-day, 
“ as well as God.” All the difference between him and 
‘the Jews, is that, according to him, this aflumption was not 
by ufurpation, but in confequence of a divine gift. But 
fo tender is he of the character of Jefus, when there is'no 
occafion for his fervices, that, in order to fkreen it, he fup- 
pofes an abfolute impoffibility, viz. that God had given to 
a mere man fo much of his prerogative, as to work on the 
fabbath- -day, as well as himfelf. But if this be’'God’s pre- 
rogative, how can he, without denying him/felf, give it to a 
creature? An enthroned worm cannot part with what is 
called his prerogative, without virtually dethroning him- 
felf. But in order to avoid an acknowledgment of Chrift’s 
effential dignity, our author makes ‘him claim, as a crea- 
ture, what God cannot give. He alfcribes real arrogance 
to the lowly Jefus, in attempting, on his principles, to ex- 
culpate him from the appearance of it. 

After all, he fails in his proof. He pretends that our 
Saviour “ thews that he meant nothing arrogant.” To 
illuftrate this, he was to prove that “ the privilege of work- 
“ing on the fabbath-day was given -to him by God.” 
Therefore he refers to ver. 19 The Son can do nothing of 


himfelf, but what he feeth. the Father do; for what foever 
things be doth, thefe alfo doth the Son likewife. But our Lord, 


inftead of lowering his claim here, or fhewing that the Jews 
under{tood it in too high afenfe, advances it. Inftead of 
proving a right merely to work on the fabbath, -he afferts 
his right and. power to do al? the works of the Father, in 
the fame manner with him; ‘without uttering one word 
concerning the fuppofed gift of a privilege of working on 
fabbath. Our author adds, indeed: “ He then proceeds 


"to reprefent all his extraordinary’ power as the gift of -his 
Aa 2 “ Father. 
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« Father.” The Doctor, doubtlefs, wifhes it to appear that 
Jefus eftablifhed the particular claim by a general proof. 
But he reduces the argument of Jefus to nothing, by ma- 
king it prove too much. He was to prove that he was not 
chargeable with arrogance in afferting /zkene/s to God, in 
working on fabbath, becaufe God had given him this pri- 
vilege. According to our author, he proves this, by “ re- 
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“ prefenting all his extracrdinary power as the gift of his 
« Father.” But this 1s not a fair ftate of our Saviour’s 
proof. ‘For he in fact declares his right to da aX the works 
proper to the Father, in the fame manner with him. Nay, 
he afferts his agency in the very fame works. A ftrange 
apology, indeed, from the mouth of a mere man. 

Thus, notwithftanding all that Dr P. advances, the Jews 
clearly underftood Jefus as making himfelf egual with God, 
by claiming a famenefs of operation, as proceeding from 
famenefs of nature. The folly of pretending that they 
confidered him as claiming /zkene/s only, if any doubt yet 
remains, will inftantly appear to any one who will take the 
trouble to compare the paflage with what is faid, chap. 
X. 33. where we have the fame accufation renewed ; Thou, 
being a man, makeft thyfelf God. Indeed, in the paflage 
which has been confidered, we have not only the conftruc- 
tion which the Jews put on our Saviour’s words; but the 
juftnefs of it is admitted by the Ewangelift. For he evi- 
dently relates it as matter of fact, that Jefus had not only 
foofed the fabbath, as the word properly means, but called 
God his own Father, making himfelf equal with God. 

Had the Jews put an unjuit fenfe on our Saviour’s words, 
it cannot be denied that it was indifpenfably incumbent on 
him to corre&t their miftake. If he left them in it, he did 
not do juftice to his own character; he did not ufe proper 
means for the information, either of his enemies, or of his 
difciples ; nay, he did not vindicate the effential honour of 


bts 
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his Father. If they rejected him, becaufe of.a fuppofed 
declaration of equality with the Father, while he meant 
nothing of this nature; the blame of this rejection lay on 
him. His filence muft have been their excufe. Nor was 
this all. As on this very account, they fought to kill him, 
he did not properly regard the fixth precept of the law, by 
ufing all lawful means for the prefervation of his own life. 


He alforun a great rifk of feeming to feal an impious falfe- 


hood with his blood. All thefe, it muft be granted, would 
have been inconfiftent with the character of the Meffiah. 
But our Lord, inftead of fhewing them that they put a 
falfe {enfe on his words, vindicates them according to the 
very fenfe in which they were underftood by the Jews. 
He premifes his vindication with a repetition of that very 
claim which was the ground of effence; The Sox. Then 
. he particularly defcribes-the nature and manner of his ope- 


ration. The Son can do nothing of himfelf, but what be 
feeth the Father do, &c. ‘Thefle words are quoted, indeed, 


by our author, as a proof that Jefus did not mean to claim 
equality with the Father. But it has been already proved 


that, whether they be underftood of him as the Son of God, 


er as Mediator, they exprefs a power of doing all the 
works proper to God *. This undeniably appears from 


what isimmediately added ; Far what things foever he (the 
Father) doth, thefe aljo doth the Son hkewife. One, merely 
an imitator of God, might be faid to do fomethings ¿zke 
unto him. But nq man in his fenfes would affert that he 
could do aZ. However, Jefus does not fay that he works 
like the Father. He af{cribes the fame extent to his opera- 
tion,—what things foever ; whether they be works of crea- 
tion, of providence, or of redemption. He claims equa- 
lity, as to manner. Thefe alfo doth the Son LIKEWISE. 
he laft adverb, ouoms, evidently differs in its meaning 


| Aa4 from. 
* See above, Pe 335—240. 
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from HOt, rendered alfa ; ; as denoting that the Son works 
in the fame manner as the Father. He difplays the fame 
divine Power, Majefty, and Sovereignty ; as he fhews in 


the following verfes. But he does not merely claim the 
fame extent and manner of operation. He afferts an ab- 


folute famenefs of works; THESE alfo doth the Son. 

If any further evidence be necéflary ; that the Jews un- 
derftood our Lord of fuch a Sonfhip as implied an exiftence 
prior to h.s incarnation, will appear from their conftruction 
of his words, when he faid, Before Abraham was, I am, 
John vin. 38, 39. They undoubtedly confidered this as 
a renewal of his former claim. For then took they up fiones 
to caft at him. Tt is evident, both from the words them- 
felves, and from their connexion, that they as little miltook 
his meaning here. But this paflage has been formerly ex- 
plained. 
= The Jews renewed the charge of blafphemy, when our 
Lord faid, I and my Father are one, John x. 30. F rom 
the connexion, it 1s evident that he made this declaration 
with refpec& to unity of eflence. For he had immediately 
afferted unity of power. He had declared concerning his 
fheep, I give unto them eternal life, and they fhall never pe- 
rifo, neither Jhall any pluck them out of my hand, ver. 28. 
Then their fecurity is further declared; My Father, who 
gave them me, is greater than all, and none fhall be able to 
pluck them out of my Father’s hand, ver.29. Dr P. indeed, 
makes fhort work with this pailage : ¢ At the very time,” 
we are told, “ that our Lord fays that he and the Father 
“are one, and in the very fentence preceding it, he fays 
“that his Father is greater than all. But how can the Fa- 
“ ther be greater than all, if there was any other, who was 
“© fo much oze with him, as to be, in all refpects, equal t to 
‘him *?” But we might ealily’ retort ‘the queftion, and 


leave 
* Appeal, p. 14. 
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leave matters on the fame footing on either fide. How could 
the Son be ome with the Father, if the Father be greater 


than all, in the Socinian fenfe? For thus there cannot‘be 
any other who is egual to him, in any refpet. We have 
certainly as good a right to underftand the unity to the ex- 
clufion of the fuperiority fuppofed, as they’ have to under- 
ftand the fuperiority afferted, to the exclufion of * a pro- 
per unity. 

But a candid reader will eafily perceive that when Jii, 
after afferting that the Father was greater than all, im- 
mediately adds, Z and my Father are one, he does fo, not 
merely as claiming the fame power with his Father, in pre- 
ferving his fheep, but as teftifying, in the cleareft manner, 


Chap. Ti. 


that he did not include himfelf amorig ‘the all formerly 
mentioned. This expreflion evidently refers to thofe only 
who would attempt to pluck them out of the Father’s hand. 

‘And who would imagine that Chrift fhould be one of 
them? It would naturally occur to his hearers, that he 
alerted unity with the Father as to that very greaine/s of 
power afcribed to him in the preceding words. That decla- 
ration, I and my Father are one, is undoubtedly added as an 


exception with refpeét to himfelf, in the fame fenfe with 
what 1s faid, 1 Cor. xv. 27. The apoftle having obferved that 
all things are put under him, viz. Chrift, adds, It is manife off 
that be is excepted who did put all things under bim. In the 
fame manner may it be faid ; when it is declared, that tbe 


Father is greater than all, it is manifeft that he is excepted 
who is ome with the Father, whofe works are the fame as the 


Father’s, and who fays of himfelf ver. 38. ‘The Father is 


t2 me, and I in him. 

But Dr P. explains this language in the following manner : 
“That is, we are one in defign and intereft*.” Even this 
view cannot be rationally admitted, without granting unity ; 
of effence. “For the words certainly y expres perfect unity; 


as | 
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as immediately refpecting the .prefervation of believers, 
which is a divine work. And how can it be. fuppofed that 
the will of a mere creature, yet expofed to temptation, 
and not free from a bias of paljon, drawing contrary to duty, 
as Socinians {peak of our Lord in the days of his flefh, 
could be fo perfectly conformed to that of the Creator, that 
they might be faid to be one? 


The Doétor adds, ** But whatever be the union between 
“ the Father and the Son, it is of fuch- a kind that his dif- 


“ ciples are capable of ıt with refpect to them both; for 
“in his prayer for his difciples, he fays, John xvii. 20.— 


“ That they all may be one, as thou, Father, art in me, and I 
“on thee, that they alfo may be one in us—And the glory 
“ which thou gaveft me, I bave given them that they may be 
“ one, even as we'are one,” We. 
` Socinians tell us, at times, that as does not denote equa- 
lity, but refemblance. It is neceffary, however, to forget 
this diftin&tion here. For at all events this palage muft be 
employed to deftroy the force of another. But we find the 
partiele as uled a little before, ver. 18. 4S thou baji Jent 
them into the world, even fo have I alfa fent them into the 
world. Will they fay that a mere man had the fame 
power in fending the apoftles, as the Supreme God in fend- 
ing him ? 

There feems to be a fhuffle in that expreflion, “ His dif- 
“ ciples are capable of 1t.” Should it be inquired, ‘* Are 
“ ordinary Chriftians advanced to as great nearnefs to God 
‘Cas Chrift himfelf?’ it might be replied; “ All that has 
“© been faid, is that they are capable of it, as poffefling the 
” But our Lord does not declare what they 
are capable of, but what they thall all certainly attain. For 
he fpeaks of the certain effect of his work. Will our au- 
thor then fay, that all believers attain as perfect an union 
with the F ather, as their Lord, ‘* whatever be the union” 


3 between 


« {ame nature. 
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between the Father and him? Do not Socinians grant 
that Jefus is fo united to the Father, that all divine wifdom 
and power are in- him? Is it true of believers, that God 
giveth not the Spirit by meafure unto them ? Have they all 
power in heaven. and in earth? We are commanded to be 
merciful as our Father in heaven, ts merciful. Shall it — 
fore be inferred, that man is capable of infinite mercy ? 

The, objection receives no fupport from thefe words: 
And the glory 1 which thou gaveft me, I have given them, &e. 
For here our Lord {peaks of that glory which the Father 
had given him in truft, to beftow on his apoftles and other 


followers ; efpecially that of the knowledge of his name, 
mentioned, ver. 6. and of his word, ver. 8. and of a divine 
muiffion, ver. 18.: But this glory he contrafts with what 
was properly bis own, what he had with the Father before 
the foundation of the world, ver. 5. This he defcribes as 
incommunicable, as what could only be beheld by them; 
That they may behold my glory, ver. 24. | 

It may be difficult to fhew how John xiv. 10. can be 
underftood as immediately denoting unity, as to either de- 
fign, or intereft. To fuppofe that Jefus fhould fay, “ I am 
“ in the Father zz defign, or in intereft; and the Father is 
‘ in me, in defign, or in intereft,’’ is to fuppofe a mode of 
{peaking unknown to Scripture, and unexampled in any 
language. 

Our author, in his Notes on the Dialogue between Flek- 
wick and a monk, obferves, that the texts referred to by 
the former, 1 in reply to an argument from Chrift’s claim of 
unity, “ are fufficient to thew, that Chrift and the Father 
“ might, with propriety and force, be faid to be one, with- 
“ out underftanding it to mean, that they were one God, 
“ or one being*.” The texts are Acts iv. 32. “ The 


“ multitude of them that believed, were of one heart, and 


+ of one foul.” Gal. iii. 28. “ There is neither Jew nor 


“ Greek, 
# P. 8. 
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c Greek, bond nor free,—male nor female : for ye are 
« all one in Chrift Jefus.” Eph. v.31. “ They two fhall 
“ be one feo.” But thefe paffages only thew, that diffe- 
rent perfons may be faid to be one in different refpećts., 
And who ever denied this? They prove nothing ` as to the 
point in hand. The firft gives us a fubftantive joined with 
the ‘adjedtive, which fhews that the fenfe i is limited to 
affeltion. The meaning of the fecond’ appears from the 
context, which fhews that one new man, OY one body, ‘is 
meant. For this unity is oppoled to. difference with refpedt 
to nation, rank, or fex. When man and wife are faid to 
be one, we are exprefsly informed of the meaning, by the 
addition of the word feb. He muf have very carnal 
ideas of divine things, who would call if the affiftance of 
this text, to illuftrate the union between the Father and 
the Son. 

Believers may be faid to be one foul, one body ; and huf- 
band and wife to be one fle/a. ‘But none of thefe expreflions 
can prove that the Father and Son are zot one in effence. 
It is evident that when this term is ufed, its meaning is to 
be learned, either from the fubftantive joined with it, as li- 

miting the unity in that refpeét particularly mentioned, or 
‘from tlie conneGtion. But when the term itfelf is ufed 
fubftantively, it certainly intimates the moft perfeét and 
unlimited unity; efpecially if the context confirm this 
Aenfe. If men are not ftrangers to Reafon, they will exer- 
cife it in deducing the native conélufion from certain pre- 
PE In other words, they will be capable of reafoning ; 
‘which is only the exertion of this faculty. But to tear an 
‘expreffion away from thofe moft clofely ‘connected with it, 
and to conjoin -it with others that have no greater affinity 
an famenels of found, fhews, either a prodigious want of 


a 4 
t at power v which i is the“fource of reafoning, or the wilful 


Jaa 


perverfion er it. ` 


Ni othing can, be more clear, than that the idea which the 
context 
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context more immediately fuggefts, is that of unity as to 


power. Itis well known that, 30, the language both of 


facred and of profane writers, this 1s metaphorically repre- 
fented by the band. N ow, our Lord having ufed this 
term, with refpest both to himfelf, and to the Father, and 
in both expreiflions having declared the fecurity of his 
people, to fhew,that he did not claim more than what be- 
longed to him, adds; I and my Father are one, that Is, oze 
thing, one effence. - He gives this as the reafon why he- had 
{poken of his and or power as an equal fecurity with that 


of the Father. 
- The very ftructure of the language, unlefs 1 it denote fame- 


nefs of eflence, is unbecoming the moct exalted creature. 
Was it deemed a proof of treafonable arrogance in the 
prime ‘minifter of an earthly fovereign, to preface his dif- 
patches with Ego et rex meus * è And fhall a mere man, be- 
caufe he is the fervant of God, be permitted to fay, -I and 
my Father, without incurring the marg of treafon againft 
the Moft High? 

It is undeniable that, on this occafion, as well as on-the 
former, the: Jews were perfuaded that Jefus claimed equa- 
lity with the F ather. For they not only threatened to 
ftone him, but affigned his {uppofed blafphemy as the rea- 
fon; urging, as a proof of this crime, that he had appro- 


priated to himfelf the honours of deity. Nothing can be 


more clearly exprefled: For a good work we ftone thee not 5 
but for blafphemy, and becaufe that thou, being @ man, ma- 
heft thyfelf God, ver. 33. Now, the argument 1s the fame 


as in the former cafe. If Jefus knew that even thofe who 


were the primary objects of his miflion, ‘47s owz to whom 
be came, underftood his language as an exprefs claim of 


deity, and did not ufe every mean to convince them of the 
contrary ; either they believed nothing but what he de- 


clared, and therefore -he is God in the proper fenfe of the 
, | term ; 
* Land my king. 
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term; or he could have ‘no right to the charaĉter of Mef- 
fah. If the former be not true, the latter neceffarily fol- 
lows from the premifes. For it cannot be denied that he 
‘knew this to be the conftru@tion which they put on his 
words. But if he knew that it was falfe, and did not en- 
deavour to rectify their miftake, he did not act a faithful 
part, either to God, or to man. Let us inquire, then, if, 
when they charged him with making bimfelf God, he re- 
fufed or refuted the charge əs a grofs calumny : ? For un- 


doubtedly, this is the part that any honeft and confcien- 
tious man would have acted, when falfely accufed on a fub- 
ject of fuch magnitude. 

But he does not fo much as'give up with thefe terms, 
that gave them fo much offence. This a good and wife 
man certainly would have done, had he ufed them only 
metaphorically, and had it been poffible to exprefs his 
meaning as clearly and jultly without them. Had they 
miftaken him, the moft natural reply was; ‘“ Ye cannot 


“ juftly fay that Z make my/elf God, by declaring that Z and 
“ my Father are one, when I have already informed you, 
“ that my Father is greater than all.” This would have been 
far more natural and convincing than an appeal to the in- 
ferior fenfe of the name God, as underftood by Socinians; 
and unf{peakably preferable to a reference to his works as 
thofe of the Father, and as requiring their faith in his tefti- 
mony, in that very refpect in which, it is faid, they miftook 


his meaning. 

Our Lord, however, {till calls God bzs Father, and bim- 
felf the Son of God. He vindicates that truth, for declaring 
which they accufed him of blafphemy. He proves that 
he is the Son of God, according to the conftruétion of his ad- 
verfaries, as being God, firft, by an argument from the lefs 
tothe greater. If he called them gods, unto whom the word of 
God came, and the feripture cannot be broken; fay ye of him, 


whom the Father hath fan&ijied, and fent ito the world, 
Thou 
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Thou blafphemeft ; becaufe I faid, I am the Son of God, ver. 
35,36. He refers to the rulers of Ifrael, who, in Pfal. lxxxii. 


are called gods. He mentions it as a mark of their infe- 
riority, that the word of God came to them. If this refpect 
the word of revelation; it came to them as bound by its | 
authority, and limited in the exercife of that very office, 1n 
regard to which they were called gods, by the exprefs com- 
mand of God Supreme, whom they were to confult for di- 
rection, and whofe orders they were to fulfil as his deputies. 


To them, in this point of view, he oppofes himfelf as andr- 
fred and fent by the Father. The fanctification meant is 
evidently fomething previous to his-miffion. He was thus 
fanctified, as from eternity fet apart, in the council of peace, 
for the work of our redemption. He was fent as Jan&ttfied, 
Therefore, he exifted ‘before his incarnation. He was alfo 


fanctified, and fent by God as his Father. Therefore, he 
is not a Son in confequence of either’ his fanctification, or 


his million. Both thefe phrafes evidently refer to the 
greatnefs of the work entrufted to him, the fame that he 
had already fpoken of. : He was confecrated and fent by 
the F ather, that, in human nature, -he might difcharge that 
office,‘ {till appropriated to God, of being the Shepherd of 
fouls, ver. 1.—28. 

But it is highly probable, that our Lord here {peaks of 
himfelf as the perfonal Logos. ‘The whole of ‘that revela- 
tion, formerly given to the church, proceeded from him in 
this character. In the Pfalm referred to, he feems to be 
the trmmediate fpeaker. This view is moft agreeable to 
the order and conftruction of the words. For the relative 
term, ov, tranflated 427 whom, feems naturally to refer to 
o A0v0s Ts Oez as its antecedent. Indeed, the words may be 
literally rendered, according to their order: If he called 


them gods, to whom that Logos of God came, (and the fcrip- 
ture cannot be broken ) whom the Father hath fanltified und 


Sent into the world, fay ye, Thou blafphemeft, becanfe I faid, 
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Iam the Son of Gad? I have obferved only one inftance of 
the relative in the accufative, as connected with Acya, fig- 
nifying of whom. It isan chap. viii. 54. But it does not, 
with equal propriety, bear the: fame fenfe here. For the 
accufation, as repeated by Chrift, being expreffed in the 
fecond perfon, it would have been more natural, had the 
dative been ufed; Say ye to him, Thou bla/phemeft 2? Ac- 
cording to this view, we have a fatisfattory reafon, for the 
circumftance, of the Word of God coming to thefe Judges, 
being fingled out in preference to every other, by which 
their inferiority might have been expreffled. In the Ethi- 
opic verfion, to which great antiquity is afcribed, this fenfe 
As given to the paflage : “* If he called them gods, to whom 
“ God appeared, the Word of God was with them,” tc. 
This view increafes the force of the argument: “ If thofe 
‘ are called gods, to whom the Logos came, as having 
“& authority over them, fetting them apart to the office 
of judging, and giving them fo djftinguifhed a defig- 
-* nation, merely as‘ prefiguring his own character and 
‘¢ work; (and what Is typically declared in f{cripture muft: 
“ have its full completion in the Antitype :) when this 
« very perfon comes, to you in human nature, as fet 
“ apart, and fent by the Father for accomplithing the di- 


“ vine work of faving finners, do ye charge him with blaf- 
“ phemy, becaufe he claims that fonfhip in a proper fenfe, 
-€ which they could claim only in a metaphorical; and ap- 
 propriates the truth of that deity, which was afcribed ‘to 
.“ them only, according to the /Ladow.” 
Dr P,, {peaking of the inferior fenfe of the term God, as 
. given to Mofes, fays: “ There can be no danger of our 
.“ miftaking the fenfe of fuch phrafes as thefe ; or if it were 
. * poffible, our Lord himfelf has fufficiently guarded againft 
“ any muconftruétion of them when applied to himfelf, by 
'“ the explanation he has given of them; informing us, 
“that, if, in the language of Scripture, they are called gods 
| I to 
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t to whom the word of God came, (though, in fatt, they 
“ were no other than mere men), he could not be guilty 


“ of blafphemy in calling himfelf only the Son of God *.” 
This particle om/py evidently implies that, in Dr P.’s idea, 
our Lord takes a lower title to himfelf than what was gi- 
ven to rulers. But, on the contrary, he calls himfelf te 
Son çf God, in contradiftingtion to all who, in an inferior 
fenfe, were called gods, and fons of the moft High; thus 
exprefling unity of effence with the Father. For he evi- 
dently ufes this language as equivalent to what he had for- 
merly faid, when he called God his Father, in fo peculiar 
a manner that the Jews underftood him as claiming deity. 
For, though he refutes the charge of blafphemy, he does 
not refufe that he made himfelf God. He refutes the 
charge, indeed, from a confideration which neceflarily im- 
plies his ineffable fuperiority to all creatures. Itis evident, 
that the Jews were fully fatisfied that the filiation which he 
claimed could, in no fenfe, belong to a creature. For they 
found their accufation on the circumftance of his being 
aman, ver. 33.’ Our Lord does not merely vindicate his 
claim, but proceeds to eftablifh it in all the extent in which 
it was underftood by his enemies. He proves his unity of 
' effence with the Father from the famenefs of his operation. 
Before confidering this proof, we may advert to what. 
our author adds concerning the former: “ Now,” he fays, 
“if Chrift had been confcious to himfelf that he was the 
“true and very God, and that it was of the utmoft conie- 
“« quence to mankind that they fhould regard him in that 
“ light, this was certainly a proper time for him to have 
“ declared himfelf, and not to have put his hearers off with 
“ {uch an apology as thist.” Though Jefus had ufed the 
very terms mentioned, Socinians would have devifed fome 


plan for evading their force. For when he 1s exprefsly 
Vou. I. Bb called. 
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called the true God, they boldly refufe that he is the fubject 
fpoken of. It was certainly moft proper for our Lord to 


retain the fame kind of language that.he had formerly 
ufed. For, not only was this the foundation of the charge 
of blafphemy, and therefore underftood by the Jews as 
containing a claim of deity; but it exhibited this claim in 
the moft proper light. Had he fimply declared that he was 
the true God, his malicious opponents would have inferred 
that he meant to dethrone the Father. But by retaining 
the idea of Sonfhip, he not only aflerted his real deity, 
but his diftinct perfonality. This more immediately be- 
longed to his work of revealing the Father. Nor could 
he exhibit himfelf as one /ent, without referring to another 
perfon as fending him. Indeed, the proof which he fub- 
joined, from his works, was a more inconteftible evidence 
of his claiming real deity, than any fimple declaration 
could have been. For though the names of God had been 
given to mere men, it had never been fuppofed that any, 
who were thus dignified, could perform divine works. 

As the former argument depended on teftimony, he now 
refers to fenfible evidence : If I do not the works.of my Fa- 
ther, believe me not. But if I do, though ye believe not me, be- 
lieve the works ; that ye may know and believe that the Father 
zsin me, and I in him, ver. 37, 38. So far from fhewing them 
that they miftook his meaning, or from denying that he was: 
the Son of God in their fenfe of the expreflion, and made him- 
self God; he proceeds to prove his unity of effence with the: 
Father, from the famenefs of his operation; and, on this 
ground, he requires their faith as tothe unity declared. This 
is the very doétrine that he had formerly taught, when he 
faid, ver. 30. I and the Father are one. ‘This concluding ap- 
peal to his works, in the proof and vindication of that claim 
of unity with the Father, which was the foundation of the 


difpute,inconteftably demonftrates that he did not mean unity 
> -~ of 
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of defign, but of power. His enemies, inftead’ of being con- 
vinced that they had miftaken his meaning, were fo con- 
firmed by what he had faid, that they immediately /ought 
to take him. But he, inftead of fhewing that they {till mifun- 
derftood his language, as, had this been the cafe, he cer- 
tainly ought to have done, ef/caped out of their hand, 
ver. 39. 

. As the Jews had been fo often enraged at Jefus, during 
his muiniftry, becaufe he made himfelf God; as on this ac- 
count they had frequently fought to put him to death; 
when his Jour was come, his condemnation’ proceeded on 
this very ground. The council, notwithftanding various 
attempts, not having found falfe witnefs again{ft him ; the 
high prieft, by virtue of that authority.committed to him, 
in matters of great importance, efpecially when. proof 
could be obtained in no other way, proceeded to admuni- 
{ter an oath *. The inftituted form was that of adjura- 
tion; and the pannel was to anfwer Amen, as a token of 
his aflent to the oath and curfe. Accordingly, the high 
prieft addrefled Jefus in thefe words; I adjure thee by the 
living God, that thou tell us whether thou be the Chrift, the 
Son of God? Jefus replied, Thou haft fucd, Matt. xxvi. 
63,64. Thus, according to the Hebrew idiom, he declared 
that he was. It was only the folemnity of the oath that 
made him break filence. According to the law, when in 
this manner he heard the voice of fwearing, he was bound 
. to utter the truth, Lev. v.1. On two former occafions, 
when accufed of blafphemy, though an oath was not for- 
mally tendered, he, as the Amen, folemnly aflerted the 
truth of his deity, in .the very words requited by the law 
of adjuration+. On this occafion, itappeared to the San- 


hedrim, that they had all the evidence that was neceflary. 
Bb 2 The 
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The high pricft rent his clothes, Saying, He hath fpoken blaf- 
phemy. What further need have we of witneffes? behold 
now, ye have beard his blafphemy. What think ye? They 
anfwered and faid, He is guilty of death, ver. 65.67. They 
unanimoufly agreed in this verdiét, Mark xiv. 64. 

Becau'e the Jews connecied thefe charatters, the Son of 
God, and the Chrift, Socinians pretend that nothing more is 
meant by the former, than by the latter; and that the Jews 
confidered this title, the Son of God, as belonging to the 
Methah, while they expected no other than a mere man. 
Let us hear Dr P. on this point: “ The Jews called it 
“ blafphemy to pretend to be the Chrift ; for when the 
* high prieft folemnly adjured our Lord,—that he would 
“tell him whether he was the Chrift, the Son of God, and 
“ our Lord exprefsly replies that he was the Chrift, thez the 
“ bigh prieft rent his clothes, faying, He hath fpoken blaf- 
“ phemy *.” Our Lord’s reply is the only thing offered’ as 
proof.- But Dr P. gives it quite a different turn from what 
it has, as rehearfed by the plain Evangelift: “ our Lord 
“ exprefsly replies that he was the Chrift.” One who did 
not confult the paflage, would naturally fuppofe that our 
Saviour had replied to the firft part of the queftion only ; or, 
that he had expre/sly faid, “ I am the Chrift.” But his an- 
fwer, being a fimple affirmative, applied to the lait, equally 
with the firft part of the queftion. Becaufe the Dottor 
imagines that thefe terms, the Chrift, and the Son of God, are 
{ynonymous, it 1s going rather too far to fay, that “ our Lord 
“ exprefsly replies that he was the Chrift” But he is full 
bolder in another place. For he gives this as our Saviour’s 
only anfwer: “ He confeffed that he was the Chrift on/y.”’ 
This we {hall attend to afterwards. 


From an impartial confideration of what 1s related in 
the gofpel-hiftory, and of the opinions of the Jews, as re- 
corded in their own writings, 1t will clearly appear, that 

there 
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there is not the leait ground for what is afferted by Socini- 
ans, that with that people, the terms in queftion were fy- 
nonymous, and that our Lord was condemned for claiming 
a character, which, in their apprehenfion, belonged to a 
mere man. Indeed, it does not appear that the Jews were 
accuftomed, in {peaking of a perfon invefted with an office, 
to give him two denominations, in connexion, merely ex- 
preflive of his official character. But it was very common 
with them to conneét th- name of the office with, an appel- 
lation exprefling the natural defcent of the perfon. Of this 
we have many inftances. We read of ‘fofah, fon of Am- 
mon, king, Jer. 1%. 1. of Zerubbabel, the fon of Shealtiel, 
governor ; “fofoua, the fon of ‘fofedech, the high-prieft, Hag. 
i. I. of Foah, the fon of Afaph, the record r, 2 Kings xvii. 
18. 37. Ifa. xxxvi. 3. e. We. | 

The high priet evidently marks a diftinftion between 
thefe characters. He ufes them, indeed, as both applicable 


to one perfon. But he evidently introduces the latter, as 
exprefling a relation different from that expreffed by the 


former: Tell us, if thou be the Chrift, the Son of God. If 


he does not, is not the laft expreflion a mere tautology ? If 
he referred merely to office, was not the term Chrift fuffici- 
ent? Or would it not have been more natural to have add- 
ed, the Soz-of David 2 For, undoubtedly, the Mefliah, in 
his official character, was more generally known by this 
defignation*. Isit not highly unreafonable to fuppofe that, 
on this occafion, no idea of divinity was affixed to that cha- 
racter, the Son of God, when, as formerly ufed by our Sa- 
viour, it had been always underftood by the Jews, as ex- 
prefling a claim of equality with God? It is evident that 
the high prieft, in his queftion, refers to the fecond Pfalm. 
For there is no other paflage, in which the two characters 


are conjoined. Was it unknown to him, to the great coun- 

B b3 cil, 
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cil, or to the Jews in general, that, in this Pfalm, the Son is 
exhibited-as the object of that fear, faith and reliance which 


the fcripture uniformly appropriates to God ? 
= But our author endeavours to anticipate this objection 
to his theory: “ If Chrift,” he fays, “ had not fatisfied the 
« Jews that he did not mean to make himfelf equal with 
“« God, would they not have produced it againft him at his 
‘trial, when he was condemned as a blafphemer, becaufe 
“ he confeffed that he was the Chrift only * 2?” When was 
it that he thus /atzsfed them? Was it when they took up 
ftones to caft at hime? John viii. 59. Was it when they 
fouzht to take him, after explaining the fenfe in which he 
called God his Father? chap. x. 39. Does Dr P. really 
believe that the malicious enemies of Jefus, who fought 
falle witnefs againft him, were fo candid that, though fecretly 
fatzsfied that he did not lay claim to equality with God, 
they would not have taken advantage of his words, could 
they have found witnefles to agree in their tellimony? But 
whence 1s our author aflured that they did not produce this 
charge again{t Jefus? Does he know all the żbrngs that the 
any falfe witneffes uttered? Is he certain, that this is 
not one of the articles on which their witnefs did not 
agree together? It is plain, indeed, that this 1s the very 
point on which they wifhed to make him his own ac- 
cufer. Thence it is highly probable, that they had pre- 
vioufly in vain tried every other method of proving it. 
They unqueftionably confidered his declaration in the very 
fame light in which his doctrine had formerly appeared. 
For they -ave it the fame name of b/a/phemy. 

Dr P. elfewhere propofes another queftion, which fhews 
how much he is at a lofs for argument: “ If the high 
“ preft expreffed his horror by rending his cloaths, on 
“ Jefus avowing himfelf to be the Mefliah, what would he 
“ have done if he had heard or fufpetted, that he had made 


Ti any 
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“any higher pretenfions *?” What more could he have 
done? It is queftioned, if it was lawful for the high prieft 
to rend his clothes on any occafion. Could he have de- 
viled a worfe name than b/a/phemy ; or thought of a more 
cruel or ignominious punifhment than crucifixion ? 


The generality of the Jews, indeed, had loft all fpiritual 
apprehentions of the work of the Meffiah. Therefore, it 
cannot be fuppofed that they entertained juft or confiftent 
ideas concerning his filiation. But ftill their minds feem to 
have been embarrafled by the fcriptural language that ex- 
hibited him as the Son of God. Of this we have already 
produced various proofs. 

It may be further obferved, that our Lord, when he made 
the folemn confeffion under confideration, at the fame time 
claimed the honours of deity. For he faid; Hereafter /hall 
ye fee the Son of maz fitting on the right hand of Power, 
and coming in the clouds of heaven, Matt. xxvi. 64. He claim- 
ed divine honour in a twofold refpect; firit, by declaring 
that he fhould ft on the right hand of Power. Accor- 
ding to the Jews, fitting on the right hand of a Sove- 
reign denoted commnnion in empire. Power was a term 
which they frequently ufed to denote God himfelf. Thence 
fitting at the right hand of Power, is the fame as fitting 
at the right hand of God. But this implies communion 
in power and majefty. Therefore, the infpired writer 
to the Hebrews might juftly urge the eflential-dignity of 
Jefus from this confideration: But to which of the angels 

fata he at any time, Sit on my right band ? chap. 1. 13+ 

That this implies communion in power, and therefore, 
unity of effence, is evident from the prophecy of Zecha- 
riak concerning the Man whofe name is the Branch, chap. vi. 
12, 13. to which our Lord might allude ł. Alfo, in the 
Revelation, the throne of God and the Lamb is fpoken of 

Bb 4 as 
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as one, chap. xxl. 3. That the Jews could affix no other 
meaning to the language of our Saviour, than what we 
have given, is evident from the hiftory of the martyrdom 
of Stephen, Acts vil. § 5—57: 

Jefus alfo claimed divine honour, when he faid; Ye hall 
fee the Son of man—comung in the clouds of heaven. Thefe 
words moft naturally refer to the final judgment. This 
kind of language was well-known to the Jews, as expref- 
five of the Divine Prefence and Majefty. It is often ufed 
in the New Teftament concerning the Meffiah ; moft proe 
bably in allufion to the manner in which God manifefted 
himfelf of old, at the giving of the law. He faid to Mo- 
fes; Lo I come to thee in a thick cloud, that the people may 
hear when I fpeak with thee, and believe thee for ever, Ex» 
xix. 9. He was pleafed to fix on this as the token of his 
prefence. Thence Solomon expreffes himfelf in this man- 
ner, The Lord'faid that he would dwell in the thick darknefs, 
1 Kings viil. 12. Accordingly, we find that the appear- 
ance of the cloud was the fign of the defcent of JEHovAH, 
both ın the defert, and in the land of promife, Ex. xxxiv. 
5.3; 1 Kings viii. 10. Its overfhadowing the mercy-feat 
was the fymbol of the perpetual prefence of God, firft in 
the tabernacle, and afterwards in the temple. And a ftri- 
king fymbol it was. For God’s dominion over the clouds 
is an unqueftionable evidence of his almighty power *. 
Therefore it is faid, Afcribe pe ftrength unto God :—his 

Strength ts in the clouds, Plal. lxviii. 34. When the law was 
given from Mount Sinai, the clouds were alfo ufed as in- 
{truments for the difplay of his incomprehenfible Majefty. 
Thence Mofes afterwards reminds the tribes, that when the 
Lord f{pake to them, the mountain burnt with fire unto the 
midt of heaven, with darknefs, clouds and thick darkne/s, 
Deut. iv. 11. To this awful manifeftation the Ifraelites 

might 
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might afterwards refer; when in defcribing the defcent of 


their God, ‘they reprefent bzs pavilion round about him as 
thick clouds of the:fkies, Pfal. xviii. 11. and {peak of him as 
riding on a cloud, Ifa. xix. 1. For this. defcription is appro- 
priated to God; and it denotes that he makes the clouds, 
either his covering, or his chariot, as it is expreffed Pfal. civ. 
3. or both. Accordingly, the language of our Saviour may 
be underftood with the fame latitude. For while, according 
to Mark, he fhall come with the clouds*, chap. xiv. 62. the 
expreflion ufed by Matthew+ may be rendered either z7 or 
upon the clouds; though the laft is moft literal. In the ufe 
of this ‘language, our Lord evidently refers to thofe 
prophecies in which he is defcribed as coming with 
the clouds.of heaven, and as furrounded with clouds and 
darknefs,; Dan. vu. 13. Pfal. xcvu. 2. The laft of thefe 
paffages indeed, 1s intimately connected with that command 
given toallthe angels to wor/bip him, ver. 7. It is inconcel- 
vable, that the meek and lowly Jefus fhould {peak of him- 
felf, or that in both Teftaments he fhould be defcribed by 
the Spirit of infpiration, in language appropriated to the 
Divine Being; unlefs, in his coming as Meflah, he really 
came to his church as that God whom the had fo long wait- 
ed for in the character of a Saviour, Ifa. xxv.9. There- 
fore, when it is faid that our Lord fhall come with clouds, it 
denotes that, in his coming, he fhall fo difplay his glorious 
majefty, almighty power, and tremendous vengeance a- 
gainft his adverfaries, as inconteftably to prove that he is 
God himfelf. 

It is univerfally admitted that, in the interpretation of 
{cripture, when any thing is more compendioufly exprefled 
zn one paflage, it is to be underftood according to the ful- 
ler account given in another. Therefore, we are to under- 


fiand what 1s faid by Matthew, concerning our Lord’s trial 
before 
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before the Sanhedrim, ‘according to the more circumftantial 
narrative of Luke. From the latter we learn, that what is 
thrown together by the two firt Evangelifts, was the fub- 
ject of two diftin& interrogations. It would appear that 
the firt fimply was, Art thou the Chrif? Luke xxii. 67. 
To this Jefus replied, If I tell you, you will not believe. 
And if I alfo afk you, you will not anfwer me. However, 
as he acknowledged the obligation of the oath, he added ; 
Hereafter /hall the Son of man fit on the right hand of Power ; 
or, as thefe words are more fully exprefled elfewhere, 
Hereafter fhall ye fee, Sc. They could not but underftand 
this as a declaration of his being the Meffiah. For both 
ancient and modern Jews apply that character, te Son\of 
man, and the paflage in Daniel to which our Lord refers, 


to the Meffliah *. Although he acknowledged that he was 
the Chrift, and appropriated te himfelf thefe honours which 
were foretold as belonging to him, they did not yet pro- 
ceed to charge him with blafphemy. They confider all 
this merely as prefumptive evidence, and wilh for fome- 
thing more dire& as to the full extent of his pretenfions. 
Therefore, then faid they all, Art thou then the Son of God ? 
If they confidered this expreflion as of the fame meaning 
with the other, the queftion was abfurd. For he had al- 
ready acknowledged that he was the Soz of man, that 1s, 
the Chrifi. But they feem to underftand it very differently. 
For as foon as he acknowledged that he was the Son of God, 
they unanimoufly found him guilty of blafphemy. Thus, 
there feems to be no good reafon to doubt that the Jews 
affixed an idea of dignity to this defignation, which did 

not, in their apprehenfion, belong to either of the former. 
There 1s fomething very fingular in their change of the 
term. They donot fay, drt thou then the Chrift, or the 
Sort 
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Son of man? which would have been moft natural, had all 
the phrafes been fynonymous; but, Art thou then the Son of 
God? A8 he claimed fuch fignal honours, they wifhed te 
know if he claimed them as a divine perfon. 

If « the Jews called it blafphemy to pretend to be the 
“ Chrift,” why did they never exhibit this charge againft 
Jefus, when he claimed this character, without the other ? 
Why did they ordain that thofe fhould be only put out of 
the fynagogue, who foould confe/s that be was the Chrift ? 
John ix. 22. Why did they not call fuch a confeflion 
blafphemy ? Why did not the Scribes and Pharifees in this 
manner take advantage of Jefus calling himfelf the Chrift, 
when he provoked their rage by expofing their wicked- 
nefs? Mat. xxii. 8.10. Why did they not charge the 
apoftles with this crime? For if it was blafphemy to pre- 
tend to be the Chrift, it muft have been blafphemy to ac- 
knowledge a pretender in this character. 


If any additional evidence be reckoned neceflary, we are 
{upplied with it in the account given of our Lord’s arraign- 
ment at the bar of Pilate. The Jews, fuppofing, perhaps, 
that a heathen would pay no regard to a charge of blaf- 
phemy, accufed Jefus of fedition, in faying that he was 
himfelf Chrift a hing. But Pilate acquitted him: Ye Save 
brought, he fays, this man unto me, as one that perverteth the 
people: and behold, I, having examined him before you, have 
found no fault in this man, touching thofe things whereof ye 
accufe him, Luke xxi. 2. 14. This account correfponds 
with what we have in the Gofpel of John, chap. xviii. 
29.—40. But, in the following chapter, he adds what had 
been omitted by the other Evangelifts. After Pilate, upon 
a {fecond examination, had acquitted Jefus, his enemies 
found it neceflary to difclofe that accufation, on the ground 
of which they had themfelves already condemned’ him. 


We have a law, fay they, and by our law he ought to die, 
becaufe 
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becaufe he made himfelf. the Son of God, chap. xix. 7. What 


impreflion did this new crimination make on the Roman 
Governor? When.Pilate therefore beard that faying, he was 
the more afraid. Our Saviour’s acknowledgment of his 
official charatter, as king of the Jews, (one of the well- 
known titles of the Meffiah expected by that people), made 
little impreflion on him. He knew that Jefus called him- 
Self Chrift or Meffiah, Mat. xxvii. 17. 22. Luke xxiii. 2. 
But now he feems to Pilate to be accufed as claiming a 
perfonal dignity, which he had not formerly heard of. That 
even this heathen underftood the language of the Jews in 
this fenfe, is evident. For Pilate went again into the judg- 
ment-feat, and propofed a queftion plainly implying that, in 
his apprehenfion, thefe words, be made himfelf the Son of 
God, did not refpe& any pretended office, but his origin. 
He faith unto Fefus, WHENCE art thou?—From thenceforth, 
it is faid, Pilate fought to releafe him, ver. 12. He shad 
done fo before. But now he renews his endeavours with 
far greater earneftnefs. And nothing overbalanced his fear, 


occafioned by this difcovery, but the more immediate dan- 
ger of being himfelf accufed to Cæfar. 

Now, to what law did the Jews refer, when they exhi- 
bited this new charge? Certainly, to that refpecting blaf- 
phemy, Lev. xxiv. 10.—16. For their own language li- 
mits the reference ;—Jecaufe he made himfelf the Son of 
God. They plainly allude to the ground of his condem- 
nation by their council. There is not the leaft evidence 
that the ancient Jews gave the name of blafphemy to falfe 
prophecy, They might charge a falfe prophet with blaf- 
phemy, if he uttered any thing of this nature. But they 
diftincuifhed the crimes. 

It has been feen that, when Jefus formerly declared that 
he was tie Scn of God, he was accufed of blafphemy ; and 


that he was thus accufed, becaufe he feemed to the Jews to 
maeke 
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make himfelf God, although, as they imagined, no more than 
a man, John x. 33. Now, as he was condemned by the San- 
hedrim for this very claim, as on the fame ground they 
urged his condemnation by Pilate ; unlefs Dr P. can pro- 


fone pofitive proof, that this expreffion, the Son of God, 
was latterly underftood, by the enemies of Jefus, in a fenfe 
totally different from what they formerly put on it; and 


that, although the reafon why they formerly charged him 
with blafphemy, was his making himfelf God, they had fo 
ftrangely changed their ideas of this crime as to find him guil- 
ty of it, becaufe he claimed an office merely Suman ;— 
every impartial perfon muft conclude that Jefus was con- 


demned by the Jews, becaufe he /aid that God was his 


own Father, making himfelf equal with God. 

But although it were true that the Son of God, and the 
Chrift, were fynonymous expreflions ; as Jefus knew that 
the Jews had formerly, and even on different occafions, 


underftood the firft of thefe, when ufed by him, as imply- 
ing a claim of fupreme Deity, and that after all his explana- 
tions they perfifted in their opinion; if, when under oath, 
and about to feal -his teftimony with his blood, he did not 
ufe every means for convincing them that he claimed no- 
thing more than a human character, he did not do juttice 


to himfelf, he did ‘not act a faithful’ part, either to his 
enemies, or to his friends, nog did he guard his church a- 


gainft the dreadful crime of idolatry. 

In a word, as it has been already feen that Jefus, when 
accufed of blafphemy on this head, perfifted in his claim 
of Sonfhip, in that very fenfe in which the Jews under- 
ftood him, and proved that he was the Son of God from 
his doing the fame works with the Father; if he be not 
the Son of God by nature, as being a divine Perfon, he was 
juftly condemned as a blafphemer. 


Before leaving this part of the fubject, I may obferve 
2 that 
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that even the Centurion, who fuperintended the crucifixion 
of our Saviour, immediately upon his death expreffed a 
full conviction, of his being the Son of God. We are in- 
formed by Luke, indeed, that he faid; Certaznly this was 
a righteous man, chap. xxi. 47. But we are not thence to 
conclude, that he meant, or that he faid, nothing more than 
that Jefus was innocent of the crime for which.he had been 
condemned. It muft previoufly be proved, not only that 
the Chrift, and the Son of God, are fynonymous expreflions ; 
but that te Son of God, and a righteous man, are {Ío too. 
For the Centurion faid ; Truly this was the Son of God, or 
as the words may be rendered, Zhzs was truly the Son of 
God, Matt. xxvii. 54. Matters being fo ordered by the 
Spirit of infpiration, that what is not fo fully recorded in 
one gofpel, is to be learned from another; from a com- 
parifon of the different accounts of Matthew and Luke, 
it is moft natural to conclude, that the Centurion at firft ex- 
prefled his perfuafion of our Saviour’s innocence ; and then, 
perhaps in confequence of the reflections of thofe that were. 
with him, declared his conviction of the divinity of the 
fufferer. The circumftances that induced him to this con- 
feflion, were not fuch as could have been expetied, although 
a mere man had fuffered wrongfully. The earthquake, and 
the things that were done, viz. the preternatural darknels, 
the rending of the rocks, agd opening of graves, are men- 
tioned by Matthew. But the circumftance peculiarly mark- 
ed, as making the ftrongeft impreflion on, the Centurion, 
is the proof which Jefus gave of his being in full ftrength 
in the very article of death. This officer, who molt pro: 
bably had feen many executions of the fame kind, had 


always obferved that the ftrength of: the fufferer was gra- 
dually wafted, fo that before expiring he was incapable of 
the leaft exertion. But when he faw that Jefus /o cried out, 
that is, as previonfly expreiled, wzth a loud voices and gave 


up 
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up the ghoft, he faid, Truly this man was the Son of God, 
Mark xv. 39. As Jefus expired, while his natural ftrength 
was unabated, the Centurion feems to have concluded that 
his death was a voluntary aét, and not the effe& of his fuf- 
ferings. 


C H A P. III. 


Of the Teftimony of Fefus himfelf, concerning kis Sonfbipe 


W E fhould now inquire, in what fenfe our Lord hım- 
felf called God his Father, or claimed the relation 


of a Son. What belongs to this head has been in a great 
meafure anticipated on the laft. The gofpel-hiftory, how- 


ever, affords various proofs of the meanmg: and extent of 
this claim, diftin& from thofe already iluftrated. 


1. Jefus reprefents himfelf as a Son, and as beloved of 
the Father, defore his mzffoz. Thus, in the parable of the 


vineyard, he fays; Having pet therefore one Son, his well- 
beloved, he fent bim alfo unto them, Mark xii. 6. Parabo- 
lcal hiftory, indeed, does not, in all its circumftances, ad- 
mit of a {trict interpretation. But this is abfolutely necef- 
fary with refpect to thofe which conf{titute the proper fub- 
yect of the parable. Now, as ,the fubject of that referred 


to, is, the infinite love of God manifefted to his ancient 
people, notwithftanding their continued unworthinefs, in 
fending his Son to them; and the greatneis of their guilt 
_in rejeGting him; unlefs it be underftood that God had a 
Son, an only Son, who was the object of his love, and 
efientially his heir, before he was fent, there 1s not the leaft 
propriety in the parable. The dilftinttion between him 
and the fervants is loft. The great evidence of the love 


of the lord of the vineyard, in fending this oze fon, his 


I qwels- 
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well-beloved, difappears. We can perceive no. juft reafon 
for afcribing to God, after the manner of man, a rational 
ground of hope, that the hufbandmen would reverence this 


laft meflenger, notwithftanding their rejection of all who 
preceded him. In a word, if the Son be not effenttally 


fuperior toall the other meflengers, that confideration, which 
the parable feems defigned to point out, as conftituting the 
great guilt of thefe hufbandmen, and as expofing them to di. 
vine vengeance more than any thing they had formerly done, 
1s found to be a mere illufion. 

2. He reveals himfelf asa Son zucontprebenfble to all 
creatures. Noone knoweth the Son but the Father, Mat. xi. 
27. Did we confider thefe words as refpecting the degree 
of Knowledge, they would illuftrate the imperfection of 
that of the moft eminent faints. But they efpecially refer 
to the &znd of knowledge. Paul, much as he knew of the 
love of Chrift, declares that 1t paffeth knowledge, Eph. 111. 
19. Our Saviour’s language alfo particularly denotes the 
incomprehenfiblenefs of the obje¢t. Therefore it is thus 
exprefled in Luke, No one knoweth wHo the Son ts, but the 


Father, chap. x. 22. His eflence is a-myftery ta every crea- 
ture. His mode of fubfiftence, as the Son, is equally a 
myltery. Had he been merely Jefus the fon of Mary, or 
had he been the fon of Jofeph, as many perfuade them- 
felves ; would not his prefumption have been unparalleled, 
in {peaking in this manner ? 

3. Our Lord declares. that he is a Son who perfeéily 
énows the nature of the Father. No one knoweth the Fa- 
ther, fave the Son, Mat. x1.27. This may be viewed in 
connection with what is faid, John 1.18. No one bath. feex 
God at any time: the only begotten—hath declared him, or, 
hath atted the part of an interpreter. Thefe expreflions, as . 
well as that already confidered, refpeét, not merely the de- 
gree, but the very nature of the knowledge. The lan- 


gu a ge 
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guage excludes all creatures, angels as well as men; They 
may have fome imperfect ideas of the Father. But sdas 
no one, no creature of any-erder, bath feen God. All others 
know him by reflection from his wotks, or by revelation. 
The Son alone knows him by intuition; being intimately 
acquainted with his nature, perfections, purpofes and ope- 
rations. Whatever juft apprehenfions we have of the Fa- 
ther, are from the Son: No one knoweth the Father, fave he 
to whomfoever the Son will reveal bim. Our Saviour’s 
language does not merely deny a perfect knowledge of 
the Father, but any true knowledge of him, except ın this 
way; efpecially as it is recorded by Luke, No one know- 
eth WHO the Father is, &c. chap. x. 22. We have the 
fame declaration elfewhere ; Not that any one hath feen the 
Father, fave he whois of God, that is, by eternal generation, 
be hath feen the Father, John vi. 46. Our Lord does not 
merely affert, that he knows the Father in a way different 
from that of every -other, but that he knows him as per- 


fectly as he is known by the Father: £s the Father knoweth 
me, even fo know I the Father, John x. 15. In what man- 
ner foever the Father knows the Son, thefe words, as well 
as thofe formerly mentioned, neceflarily imply that in the 
felf-fame manner the Son knows the Father. Otherwife 
our Lord hath exprefled himfelf fo as to expofe his difciples 
to the moft dangerous error. Indeed, this perfect know- 
ledge of the Father is mentioned by Jefus as the foun- 
dation and evidence of his perfect knowledge of his fheep, 
‘ver. 14. How could he know who were the objects of the 
Father’s eternal love, how could he diftinguifh them in all 
places whither they were fcattered, and gather them in all 
their fucceflive generations, efpecially as they conftitute a 
multitude which no man can number, unlefs he perfectly 
knew the Father; or, in other words, unlefs his knowledge 


were infinite? If, then, Jefus declared that there was 
‘ VoL. |? C G fo 
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fo wide a difference between his knowledge and that of e- 
very other, that he knew the Father as perfectly as he was 
known by him ; he, in the moft ftriking manner, exhibited 
himfeJf as a Son partaking of the fame divine nature. 

' 4. Jefus claims the honour of being a Son who doth all 
the works of his Father. This we have already feen in ge- 
neral, when confidering his reply to the charge of blaf- 


phemy. For he fays; What things foever the Father doth, 
thefe alfo doth the Son likewife, John v. 19. But though a 
general declaration of this would be a fufficient ground for 
faith, our Lord is pleafed to defcend to particulars, He 
proclaims his power to communicate life to the dead: 
For as the Father ratfeth up the dead and quickeneth them, 
even fo the Son guickeneth, ver. 21. Now, it is God who 
guickeneth the dead, Rom. iv. 17. Unto God the Lord belong 
the tffues from death, Plal. lxviii. 20. Jefus alfo claims the 
work of judgment. For the Father judgeth no man, but 
hath committed all judgment unto the Son, John v. 22. Whe- 
ther we underftand thefe words of the final judgment, 
which is evidently meant, ver. 27. or of the feparation 
which he makes, by the gofpel, of his fheep from the reft 
of the world; the argument is the fame. If Jefus be 
judge, either his fentence is definitive, or it is not. If de- 
finitive, he 1s the Supreme Judge, and therefore God. For 
he is undoubtedly fupreme, from whofe fentence there lies 
no appeal. If not; al judgment ts not committed to the Son. 
That is not true which Jefus hath faid, Te Father judgeth 
no man. For he muft judge thofe who complain of error 
in the judgment of a creature. There muft be two judges; 
the one human, the other divine: whereas, the fcripture 
uniformly fpeaks of one only. It allo follows, that the 
day of the Lord Yefus is not the laft day. Juftice requires 
that there {hould be another trial. 
But ıt cannot be faid with any femblance of reafon, that 
at È 
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a mere man atts as the delegate of God, in the work of 
judgment. He would be totally unfit for it. How could 


he know, not only all the words and ‘actions, but all the 
thoughts of men? Although a mere man fhould be fup- 
pofed to have’ a communicated knowledge of the heart; 
yet this being limited and gradual, as all communications 
to a creature muft be, could not qualify him for being; 
Judge of the world. For he who is fo, mutt know all 
things at once, and be able, by one intuitive glance, '‘cer- 
tainly to diftinguifh the goats from the fheep. Socinians, 
therefore, while they afcribe all judgment to the-Son, 1n- 
voluntarily afcribe deity to him. For what they grant 
neceflarily fuppofes omnifcience. w 


But indeed, God hath precluded himfelf, by his own 


word, from employing a mere creature, how well qualified 
foever he be fuppofed, in the work of judgment. God zs 


the judge, Pfal. lxxv. 7. The dead, {mail and great, fianad 
before God, Rev. xx. 12. God zs judge himfelf, Pfal. 1. 6. 


Therefore, 1t cannot be faid, that Jefus acts as 2 mere inftru- 


ment. In this cafe, he would not deferve the name of 
—Judee. But we have adecifive proof of the truth of what 
is afferted, from the end for which judgment is committed 
to him. It1s, that all men fhould honour the Son, even as 
they honour the Father, ver. 23. This language neceflariy 
denotes all that honour which belongs to the Father; as 
may be afterwards demonftrated. But if fo, how irraticna} 
is it to imagine that one fhould be employed merely as a 
deputy for this end! When men employ fubititutes, is it 
not rather for maimtaining their own honour? But 1f a 
prince fhould refign the whole exercife of Judgment into 
the hands of another, with this exprefs declaration that he 
was to have the fame honour as himfelf, and that this was 
the very defign of the tefignation, would not every one 


juftly infer, that ıt was his will that the other fhould be - 
confidered as his equal ? 


Cic2 u 
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If thefe words be underftood of that gracious diftrnction 
which our Lord makes, as to all whom the Father hath 
given him, by means of the Gofpel; {till they demonttrate 
his deity. For, as has been feen on the laft proof, he 
alone 1s qualified for this work, who perfeétly knows the 
purpofes of the Father; and no one can thus know him, 
unlefs he be of the fame eflence. 

The work accomplifhed in this feparation, is itfelf di- 
vine. Thus Jefes defcribes it; The hour—now is, when 


the dead fhall hear the voice of the Son of God: and they 
that bear fhall live, ver. 25. The quickening of dead 
{fouls is meant; as it 1s elfewhere faid, You bath be quicken 
ed, who were dead in trefpaffes and fins, Eph. ii. 1. But 
this is as really the work of God as raifing thofe who are 
literally dead: and the allufion evidently fuppofes this. Ie 
is God who commanded the light to jhine out of darkne/s, 
who fhines tn our hearts. The Gofpel is employed as the 
mean. But of itfelf it 1s totally inadequate to the end. 
Indeed, it is committed to men for this very purpofe, that 
the work may appear to be God’s. But we have this trea- 
fure in earthen veffels, that the excellency of the power may 
be of God, and not of us, 2 Cor. iv. 6, 7. When faith 1s 
wrought in the heart, it 1s by an exceeding greatne/s of 
power, which has no parallel, fave that which God. 
the Father wrought in Chrift, when he raifed him again 
fromthe dead, Eph. 1. 19, 20. God appeals to this fpiri- 
tual refurrection as a convincing proof of his infinite power: 
Ye fhall know that I am the Lord, or Jenovan, when I 
have opened your graves,—and fhall put my Spirit in you, 
Ezek. xxxvii. 13, 14. Now, Jefus ailures us, that all 
this is effected by his voice. It gives life: and this life 
is communicated by him, not as an inftrument, but as 
a primary agent. Therefore he adds, as the reafon of 


his claiming this power: For as the Father hath life in him- 


| Sif: 
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Jef: fo hath he given to the Son to have life in himfelf, 


ver. 26. 

“Thefe words have been generally underftood,-as refer- 
ring only to the deity of Chrift, and as exprefling what 
has been called the communication of the divine effence to 
him. But, in my apprehenfion, this language, as it has not 
the fanction of {cripture, conveys an idea inconfiftent with 
the general tenor of its doctrine. it feems very plain, that 
Jefus here {peaks of hinfelf immediately with refpect to 
his mediatory character. Every where elfe, when lan- 


guage of this kind is ufed, it denotes difpenfation. This 
gift 1s alfo mentioned in the clofeft connexion with that of 
judgment, which evidently refpects him as Mediator. For 
it immediately follows; And hath given him authority to 
execute judgment «/fo, becaufe he 1s the Son of man, ver. 27 

But whatever difference there may be in the immediate 
application of the words, they neceflarily imply, that te 
Son hath life as really in himfelf as its fountain, and as com- 
pletely in his power, as the Father. Whatever the phrafe, 
in himfelf, ignifies in the one cafe, it muft fignify in the 
other. The mode of expretlion gives no countenance to 
the abfurd doctrine of a derived deity. For it is not faid 
that the Father bath given life to the Son, that he might 
have it in himfelf; but that he hath gzven to the Son that 
he might dave life in himfelf. The term rdwxe given, 


does not ieem to refer to the /2fe itfelf, but to the manner 
of having it. The Father hath conceded to the Son, that 
he fhould ave, bold or poffe/s this life, in his whole perfon 
as Godman, and that in this character he fhould confer it on 
others. This could only be by an act of conceflion or dif- 
penfation. For, though the life itfelf effentially belongs 
to the Son, as to the divine nature, equally with the Fa- 
ther; yet he’ hath no right to hold this life in human na- 


ture, or fovereignly to difpenfe it ın an inferior characters, 
Cc 3 without 
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without a grant on the part of the Father, to whom he 
hath voluntarily fubjected himfelt. 


. What our Lord afferts 1s fimply this, that the: Father 
hath granted to him that, in a new relation, he thould hold 
and communicate that life which properly belongs to him 
asthe son. It is vain for Socinians to pretend that Jefus 
here fpedks of himfelf as the Son of man in their fenfe, 
that 1s, as a mere man. For this very grant neceflarily 
fuppotes the fupreme Deity of its object. Were Jefus 
a mere man he might bave lfe. But with no propriety 
could it be faid, that he had @2fe ın him/felf. Unlefshe were 


God as well as man, how could he have it as the Father 
hath ? 

5. It hath been already obferved, that our Lord, in rea- 
foning with the Jews, claims the fame manner of working 
with the Father. This requires a little more atten- 
tion. If the Son guickeneth whom he will, John v. 21. he 
hath this power, either, by donation, or effentially. He 
cannot, as a mere creature, have this power by donation. 
For, to fuppofe that God would confer on a creature the 
power of acting fov ereignly, would be to fuppofe that he re- 
nounced his own Deity. For a creature, vefted with power 


to act entirely according to his own pleafure, would be no 
longer dependent and accountable; the idea of fubmiffion 
to the will of a fuperior being neceflarily implied in that 
of dependence, and dependence being the foundation of 
refponfibility, Therefore, a fovereign and independent 
creature, is a contradichon in terms. But if this right 
effentidlly belong to the Son, he 1s true God. For fove- 


féignty 1s an unalienable prerogative of deity. Our God 
hath done whatfoever he pleafed ;—faying, I will do all my 


pleafure; Plal. cxv. 3. Ifa. xlvi. ro. None can flay bis hand, 
or fay unto him, What doft thou? Dan. iv. 35.’ But if the 
pon be eflentially diftinct from the Father, he may fay 
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unto him, What doft thou? For he'is equally fovereign 
with the Father. He quickeneth even Jo as the Father doth. 
Therefore, we muft either fuppofe the exiftence of two 
diftinct independent principles, or grant that the Father 
and Son are effentially one. l 
Indeed, the Son quickens thofe only whom the Father 
hath given him, John xvii. 2. But this affords no proof 
that the will of the Son is not equally fovereign with that 
of the Father; but, on the contrary, fhew: that it is, by 
demonttrating a perfect identity of will. For, as nothing in 
one part of fcripture can difprove the truth of what is 
plainly taught in another ; the one declaration~is not to be 
viewed in oppofition to the other, but both muft be under- 
{tood in their connection. If, therefore, the Son guickeneth 
whom he will, even as the Father; and at the fame time 
quickeneth thofe only whom the Father wills to be quicken- 
ed; the reafon muft be, that Father and Son have effentially 
one will. To fay, that the Son quickeneth whoia be will, be- 
caufe, as a creature, his will 1s perfectly fubjected to that of 


God, would be to make the Holy Scripture a mere play of 
words. For inthis cafe, it would have been fhamelefs ar- 
rogance in a fervant to have fpoken of his own will. His 


language ought to have been; “ As the Father quickeneth, 
‘© fo the Son quickeneth whom the Father will.” Were a 
fubject, becaufe he implicitly obeyed his lord, to fay that he 
did whatfoever himfelf pleafed ; efpecially if, in this refpect, 
he fhould compare his own conduct with his; faying, “ As 


“ my lord taxes, condemns, and pardons, even fo I tax, 
“ condemn, and pardon whom I will;? would not his fo- 


vereign account him, either a madman, or a traitor? 

6. Jefus exhibits himfelf as a Son entitled to the Jame 
honour withthe Father The Father hath committed all judg- 
ment to the Son: that all men fhould honour the Son, even as 
they honour the Father, John v.22. 23. Socinians have 

Ccą been 
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been greatly {tumbled as to this point. They do not 


merely contradict each other: but there are various in- 
{tances of the fame writer contradiéting himfelf. Socinus, 


and the moft of his followers in Poland, maintained that 
the Son was to be worfhipped, even asthe Father. But 
the generality of their fucceflors have denied this; finding 
the impoflibility of giving any plaufible reply to the argu- 
ments of their opponents in proof of the deity of Chrift, 
while themfelves grant that he is entitled to the worfhip of 
God Supreme. Dr P. fays of the text under confideration, 
that even as fignifies as well as the Father; adding, “* The 
« fame word is ufed where ıt can have no other fenfe, in 
s“ John xvii. 23. And haft loved them as thou baft loved me ; 
“ that is, not in the fame degree, but /zkewz/e*.” But 
where is the proof that this particle can have no other 
fenfe? Is our author’s aflertion fufficient? How can he, 
according to his principles, fhew that the degree of the 
Father’s love to believers 1s not the fame as of that to 
Jefus? Certainly, this affertion 1s not in a {tate of the moft 
perfect concord with what we have in the Illuftration im- 
mediately preceding, that, ‘ whatever be the union between 
« the Father and the Son, his difciples are capable of it 
“« with refpect to them both.” But how capable, if pre- 
vented by an inferior degree of love on the part of God? 
However, it rather favours of abfurdity, to fpeak of degrees 
with refpe& to the love, or any perfetion of the divine 
nature. All his love muft be allowed to be infinite; un- 
lefs our author pleafe to avail himfelf of a do&rine which 
Socinians have been long charged with, that this is more 
than can be ailerted of God himfelf. But if any fhould 
choofe to fay, that Jefus does not Aere {peak of the love of 
the Father to him as his eternal Son, but as Head of the 
Church, in which refpeét he and all the members are 


viewed as one Chrift (1 Cor. xu. 12.); the Doctor could. 


not 
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not confiftently objeét to the explanation, or eafily prove a 
difference as to the degree of love. 


But, though it were admitted that as denotes /ikene/s 
only, with refpect to love, nothing more could be inferred, 


than that the word xadus doés not always point out equality; 
which no one ever thought of afferting. When ufed as to 
fubjećts different in nature, it fignifies refemblance only. 


But, with refpect to thofe of the fame nature, 1t denotes 
perfect equality. Now, it is evidently ufed in this fenfe 
here. For, as we have already proved, our Lord has pre- 
vioufly afferted, in the ftrongeft terms, his unity of effence 
with the Father, as manifefted by unity of power and ope- 
ration *. 

After quoting thefe words, He that honoureth not the 
Son, honoureth not the Father who Jent him, the Doctor fays; 
« This very lał claufe fufficiently fhews that the honour 
“ to which Chrift is entitled is not on account of what he 
“ is, or has, of bimfelf, but on account of what he derives 
“ from God, as his ambaffador +.” This claufe, indeed, 
proves that he has fuch a miflion as does not derogate in 
the leaft from his effential dignity, that he comes vefted 
with all the majefty of the divine nature. But it can never 
prove, that he derives his title to this honour from his mif- 
fion. Were a fovereign to fend his own fon, the partner 
of his throne, on an embafly of peace to rebels, informing 
them that, if they did not honour the illuftrious ambaflador, 
they did not honour himfelf who fent him; it would be 
{trange reafoning thence to infer, that the prince was en- 


titled to no honour but what he derived from his chara¢ter 
as an ambatfador. This is, indeed, the amount of our au- 


* Vid. Glaffii Philol. lib. 1. t. §. can. 27. p. IOIO, IOIL. 
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not as the foundation, but as the evidence of that honour 
to which he is entitled. Did the Father mean that the 
Son fhould be honoured only in an inferior degree, he 
would affign him work fuited to an inferior nature only ; 
his performance of which would be no temptation to. give 
that honour to the ambaflador, which is fuppofed to belong 
to him alone who fends. But the work committed to the 
Son is proper to God only. It is his eflential prerogative 
to quicken the dead, Rom. iv. 17. to judge the world, Pfal. 
l. 6. to give eternal life, Pfal. lxviu. 20. If, therefore, it 
be the exprefs defign cf the Father, in committing certain 
work to the Son, to be performed by him in our nature, 
that he be honoured, in confequence of it, according to the 
nature of the work, which is undoubtedly the plain inean- 
ing of our Savicur’s language;. 1f, at the fame time, the 
Father fend him to do the fame kind of work with him- 
felf, and in the fame manner, nay, the felf-fame work; 
ver. 19. 21.3 we juftly conclude, that it muft be the will of 


the Father, that he fhould have the fame kind and degree 


of honour. 
‘Had Jefas méant to inform his hearers, that his muiflion 


was the only foundation of his title to honour, he certainly 
would have ufed thefe terms which were not liable to mi- 
{také,.as evidently referring to his ofhcial character only. 
But as he retains that very language which had been un- 
derftood by. them with refpect to effence, it clearly thews 
that he proclaimed this as the proper foundation of his 
title. By connecting his delegated with his effential cha- 
racter, and alfo with that of the Father, ın thefe words, 
Fe that honoureth not the Son, honoureth not the Father who 
hath SENT him, he tacitly affigns the reafon of his original 
dignity being denied; his humiliation being the great ob- 
ftacle to the carnal mind. Thus, he alfo fhews the great 


aggravation of the guilt of thofe who for this reafon reject 
him. 
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him. For thé work, for which he was fent, contains an 
illuftrious proof of his fupreme Deity; and the rejeCctiori 
of him as a Son given, is a denial, not only of the autho- 
rity; but of the very eflerice of the Father, and therefore, of 
all true worfhip. 

If the Son be not honoured as truly God; the authority 
of the Father is denied. For when he fent his Son, it was 
that he might be reverenced in this character; and that 
men, convinced by his divine works, might give him the 
fame honour with the Father. The effence of the Father 
is alfo denied. For then only is he honoured as a Father, 
when it is acknowledged that, according to the preceding 
defcription, he hath a proper Son, who works in the 
fame manner, with the fame extent and duration, who 1n- 
deed performs the very fame works with himfelf. If, in 
all our profeffed adoration, we confefs not this effential dig- 
nity, we do not worfhip the true God, but an idol. If we 
approach not to him by fuch a Son as our way, we cannot 
come to the Father. 

Unlefs all that honour be meant, which belongs to the 
Father, we can fee no good feafon for his committing a# 
gudgment to the Son. A partial truft would have been 
abundantly fufficient for infuring an inferior degree of ho- 
hour. But why does our author {peak of degree? When 
he quotes John xvii. 23. and explains xaéws as there figni- 
fying a different degree of love, it would appear to be his 
meaning that the term fhould have the fame fenfe in the 
paflage before us. If, therefore, the honour due to the 
Son differ from that of the Father, in degree only; the 
Son muft be entitled to divine honour. But how thall this 
honour be denominated ? Is it aateem or ðsasia ? 

However, as Dr P. elfewhere fpends a fection in endea- 
vouring to prove that Jefus is not the object of prayer, it 
3s moft natural to fuppofe that he has quoted John xvii. 23. 

: becaule 


42 Of the Teftimony of Fefus himfelf, Book III. 


becaufe he could difcover no other way of avoiding the 
force of xa$ws. He could not explain it, as there ufed, of 
a love differing in zad, without acknowledging a difference 
of eflence between Chrift and his difciples. He applies it 
to the point ın hand, either without obierving, or without 
wilhing that his reader fhould obferve, the total change of 
the fenfe. For, if the title cf Jefus be founded folely on his 
character as an ambaflador, the honour mutt differ in zad. 
The one 1s the honour due to God ; the other that due to a 
creature. If fo, how is the fame word ufed in fo clofe a con- 
nexion, and even repeatedly? How has the fpirit of in- 
fpiration left no antidote againft idolatry? If the one ho- 
nour effentially differ-from the other, how is that which be- 
longs to the Son to be defined ? 

As our author denies the worfhip of Jefus, he forfakes 


his predeceflors as idolaters. Of Socinus he fays, that 
“ he diftinguifhed himfelf fo much in difcovering the original 
“ doctrine of the proper humanity of Chiiit, as to give occa- 
“ fion to all who now hold that doétrine to be called by his 
“ name *.” But hadit been in the power of that hereftarch 
to have given Dr P.’s character, ıt would not have been fo fa- 
vourable. He’would have faid; “ You have rightly judged 
“ that, in my eftimation, it 1s very probable, that he who 
‘© does not incline, or who does not dare, to pray to our Lord 
« Jefus Chrift, fcarcely deferves the name of a Chriftian : 
‘with this difference however, that it is not /carcely, but 
« that there is no room for this referve ; and that this does 
“ not appear to me merely probable, but that I am fully 


? 9 


“ perfuaded of it.” Forthefe are his very words, when g1- 


ving his judgment of one who fhould deny divine worfhip 
to Jefus¢. The Racovian Catechifm, compofed by Smal- 


clus, 

* Hift. of Corrupt. vol. i. p. 272. 
t Recte igitur exiftimafti, mihi quoque verifimile videri, eum qui 
Dominum Iefum Chriftum invocare non vult, aut non audet, vix Chrif- 
tian. 


Chap. III. concerning bis Sonfhip. 413 


cius, which may be confidered as the confeffion of the Po- 
lih Socinians, exhibits the fame judgment. “ 9. What 
“do you think of thofe who do not call upon Chrift; nor 
“think that he ought to be invoked? 4. I reckon that 
“they are not Chriftians, fince in reality they,have not 
« Chrift +.” Nor were thefe vain words. For, when Fran- 
cis David denied the worfhip of Chrift, Socinus and his 
followers rejected him as a vile heretic; and carried mat- 
ters fo far, as to pay no regard to him while perifhing in 
prifon. 

Thus, it appears that the belief of this article was, with 
them, not merely a term of communion, but of fuch ım- 
portance that they accounted it a profanation of the Chri- 
{tian name, to give it to any who held the contrary. 
Here, then, is an event among profefled Chriftians, at 
which heathens would have blufhed. Hath a nation chan- 
ged their gods, which are yet no gods+? But the Socinian 
church hath done fo. Once, fhe worfhipped a God by na- 
ture, and another by office. Now, fhe hath renounced the lat- 
ter, acknowledging that this worfhip was idolatry. While 
vainly pretending that fhe alone holds the unity of God, 
fhe hath evidently loft her own. 

7. Jefus reveals himfelf as a Son in fo peculiar and ex- 
alted a fenfe, that the g/ory ariling from the werks proper 
to God, is common to him with the Father. Thus, when 
the difciples told him that Lazarus was fick, he replied 3 
This ficknefs is not unto death, but for the glory of 
God, that the Son of God may be glorified thereby, John. 
xi. 4. Itis the evident meaning of thefe words, that God 
had permitted this affliction for his own glory, and would 

fo. 


tiani nomine dignum efle: nifi quod non modo vix, fed. ne vix quidem, 
et non modo verifimile id mihi videtur, fed perfuafiffimum mihi eft. Re- 
fpons. ad Nemojevium, Ep. 1. 

* De Precept. Chrifli, cap. 1. ap. Owen’s Vindic. p. 404. 

{ Jer. it. rr. 


AI4 Of the Teftimony of Fefus himfelf, Book III. 


{fo over-rule it, that this end fhould be gained by a ftri- 
king difplay of divine power in the refurreétion of La- 
zarus. But the mode of ‘expreflion clearly declares that 
the glory of the Father, and of the Son, is one. Perhaps, 


it may be faid, that our Saviour means to teach, that all the 
glory, which immediately redounded to him from his m1- 


raculous works, was defigned ultimately to accrue to the 
Father; as it is pretended that he did thefe works merely 
by a delegated power. But the very ftructure of the words 
repels this objection. For then they ought to have been 
thus difpofed ; “ This ficknefs 1s—for the glory of the Son 
of God, that God might be glorified thereby? Did a 
mere fervant fay, “I do this work for the glory of my 
‘matter, that I may be ‘glorified thereby,” would not 
every one, who heard him, conchide, that he propofed his 
own glory as the proper and ultimate end of his work ? 

Thus it appears, that the glory of God is not afligned as 
the ultirnate, but as thé general end; and that the glory of 
the Son of God -is not -mentioned in fubordination to the 
other, but as that end more efpecially in view. This 1s 
confirme | by the manner in which our Lord defigns him- 
felf on ttus occafion. He feldom exprefsly calls himfelf 
the Son cf’ God. But he does fo here; as intimating that 
by his mi: raculous works, he was glorified as the Son.of 

God, pour rfully declared to be of the fame eflence with 
the Father ;; and alfo, that when thus glorified, God, effen- 
tially confid ered, was glorified, not ultimately and deriva- 
tively, but i mmediately and direétly. 

8. He reveals himfelf as a Son who is equally the ob- 
ject of farh with the Father. Thus he faith to Nico- 
demus; He 1 ‘hat believeth not 1s condemned already; becaufe 
he hath not b.elzeved in the Name of the only begotten Son of 
God, John 11. 18. The Name of Chrift often fignifies Chrift 
himfelf, in th € fame manner as this language 1s ufed con- 

cerning 
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cerning’ God. As all the names of the Hebrews were fig- 

nificative, God, in addrefling that people, very frequently 

adopts this phrafeology, to denote that manifeftation which: 
he had made of himfelf, by particular defiynations, defcrip-. 

tive of his attributes or works. Therefore, believing in the. 

Name of Chrift, fignifies faith in him, according to his re- 

vealed character. This is to be underftood, fometimes more. 
generally, and fometimes more. particularly. When any. 
{pecial character of Jefus is mentioned, it is moft natural to. 
think that faith in his name is to be. viewed as, in this. 
inftance, efpecially operating with refpect to that cha- 
racter. Thus, when we read of. beleving in the Name of 
the only begotten Son of God, it naturally fuggefts the idea 
of faith in Chrift, as the Son of: God, as a begotten 
Son, as only-begotten, and as of the fame nature with the. 
Father. Unlefs particular expreflions are to be underftood: 
with this particularity, ıt is vain to fay, as almoit every: 
writer has done on the fubject, that the Name of God or 
Chrift refpects the revealed character, or 1n other words, the. 
fcriptural defignation of either. 

Socinians endeavour to refilt the force of this argument, 
by diftinguilhing between the primary, and the fecondary, 
object of faith. They make the Father the. primary ob- 
ject, as being the firft and fupreme caule of falvation; and 
the Son the fecondary, as being only the inftrumental caufe. 
They aflert that faith in the Father terminates in him as 
its ultimate caufe; but that faith in the Son does not ter- 
minate in him, but by him is directed to God as its proper 
object; as it is faid that by bim we believe in God that 
raifed bim up from the dead, 1 Pet. 1. 21 *. We grant in- 
deed, that faith immediately refpects Jefus Chrift as Me- 
diator; and that it 1s by him as its author, and alfo as its 
glorious medium, that it terminates on God the Father. 
God, effentially confidered, 1s omginally the propér object 


at 
** Socin, cont. Viek. cap, 4. 
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of faith. But the infinite moral diftance between him and 
the finner renders the intervention of a Mediator neceffary. 
Otherwife, God, being a con/uming fire, could never be the 
object of faving faith to any tranfgreflor. It refpects the 
Mediator as our way; not as if he were effentially inferior 
to the Father, but becaufe he has become ceconomically 
nearer to us; not becaule he 1s unwor:hy to be its fupreme 
object, but becaufe it could never reach this object without 


him. The very circumftance of his being the immediate 


object, is a certain proof of his being the object of faith in 


a proper fenfe. Faith could not refpect Chrift even as 
Mediator, did not his official chara¢ter and work neceflarily. 
fuppofe deity. For it refpects him, in this chara¢ter, as re- 


vealing all that we.can know concerning the nature, per- 
fections, purpofes and gracious operations of its ultimate 
object; and as claiming faith on the ground of his own 
teftimony. 

Even that faith which terminates on the Father, does not 
re{pect him exclufively, or as if he were the only divine 
perfon entitled to it. For it terminates on him, becaufe 
he, under a federal character, fuftains the honour of offend- 
ed deity. This order of faith flows entirely from ceco- 
nomy, and from mutual confent among the adorable per- 
fons; the mode of worfhip -being regulated according to 
the mode of operation in the work of redemption. That 
very faith, which terminates on the Father in his federal 
character, as really refpects the Son and Spirit eflentially 
confidered. 

It has been obferved in reply, that we can no more infer 
the deity of Chrift from his being reprefented as the ob- 
ject of faith, than that of Mofes, or of the prophets, from 
the fame circumftance ; as they, in an improper fenfe, are 
faid to have been Jelieved, Ex. xiv. 31. 2 Chron, xx. 20. 


Faith, as directed towards God, 1s undoubtedly the higheft 
3 act 
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act of worfhip; including a variety of. inward -and {fpiri- 
tual acts of the .moft exalted kind.: If it appear that; m 
this view, it refpe€ts our Lord Jefus’ Chrift, it muft follow 
that he is its object in a fenfe totally different from that-in 
which wevare'to underftand what is faid of Mofes or thé 


prophets. 
But Jefus {peaks of himfelf as the objed which: faith 


embraces, through the inftrumentality of others, John xvii. 
20. It mutt therefore, be abfurd to fuppofe that ‘he is him- 
felf a mere inftrument.’ Neither Mofes, nor the prophets, 
exhibited their teftimony as the foundation of faith. They 
ftill referred to divine authority; prefacing their declara- 
tions with a Thus faith the Lord. But Jefiis fpeaks in his 
own mame, and requires faith in his téftimony, on the 
ground of his own authority, Johr 1v. 41. xiv. 11. There- 
fore, he ordinarily. fpeaks with ‘the greateft poflible folem- 
nity, in the firt perfon; men, Amen, I fay unto you. 
True faith, as we have feen, fixes on the very Name of ' 
the Son.of God, as every way worthy to be its proper ob- 
je@t. .It is a fubjeCtion of the whole foul to him; a cap- 
tivation of every thought to the obedience of Chrif, 
2 Cor. x. 5. a fubmiffion of our will to his, Pfal. xly. 5. 
cx. 3. an acknowledgment of his foveréign authority over 
conicience, Mat. xxvii. 20. and a recognizance of his right 
to fupreme affection, Luke xiv. 26. Faith 1s a fleeing for 
refuge to him as the hope fet before us, Heb. vi. 18. a firm 
perfuafion of his ability to Jave to the uttermoft, chap. vil. 25. 
and alfo of the fovereignty and fufhiciency of his grace for 
this end, Acts xv. 11. 1 Tim. i. 14.—16. It is a reft of 
foul on him, Mat. xi. 28, 29. and an unbounded confidence 
jn him, Eph. i. 12,13. Mat. xii. 21. Faith refpeéts Jefus as 
sts author and fini/ber, Heb. xu. 1. as the very fpring and 
{upport ‘of f{piritual hfe, Gal. i. 20. and as the giver of 
eternal, John x. 28. It 1s acommitment of the foul to him, 
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Acts vii. 59. and this cannot be zz well-doing; unlefs he be 
a faithful Creator, 1 Pet.iv.19. In a word, it is a furren- 
der of the whole perfon to him as his property, and a con- 
ftant: propofal of his glory as the fupreme end, whether in 
life, or in death, 2 Cor. viii. 5. Rom. xiv. 8. Phil. i. 20. 
Let any man in his fenfes judge, if there be a creature, 
either in heaven, or in earth, worthy of fuch a faith ? 

9. Jefus reveals himfelf as a Son who hath the fame 
name, and therefore the fame effence, and a right to the 
fame honour, with the Father. For he commands his apo- 
{tles to baptize in the name of the Father, and of the Son, 
and of the Holy Ghoft, Mat. xxviii. 19. Thefe words have 
been underftood in a great variety of fenfes. But they can 
admit of no fenfe, that does not imply the deity of all the 
three Perfons mentioned. Are they not all invoked in the 
ordinance of baptifm ? - This, then, 1s'a folemn act of wor- 
fhip, of which the Son is as dire€tly the object as the Father. 
Does bantifm denote a confecration or dedication of the per- 
fon to Father, Son, and Spirit? And is not the perfon bap. 
tized as really devoted to the Son, as to the Father and 
Spirit? If not, the New Teftament Church is {fo ill-regu- 
lated, that, even in her moft folemn ordinances, there is no 
guard again{t idolatry. Is bapti{m a folemn initiation into 
a profeflion of faith in the Father, Son and Holy Ghoft ? 
Andis there any thing in the command itfelf, or in the cir- 
cumitances connected with it, containing the moft diftant 


infinuation, that the Son is not as properly the object of 
faith as the Father or Spirit? Is ıt his having the whole 
power .of the godhead committed. to him as Mediator? 
ver. 18. But if this be the cafe, is he not worthy of the fame 
faith with the Father? Is it meant that-al/ nations fhould 
be turned from the worfhip of them who by nature are no 
gods, to be made the difciples of a mere man? ver. 10. 
Ts their faith to produce univerfal obedience ? And is it, 
never- 
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neverthelefs, faith in a man like themfelves? Is the pre- 
Jence of a mere man all the encouragement of the fervants 
of Jefus, in all their labours and fufferings ? Or, can a mere 
man be prefent with them at all times, and in all places? 
ver. 20. 

Baptizing in, or rather, znto the name of the Father, &c. 
cannot fignify the mere mention of thefe defignations by 
which the adorable Perfons are diftinguifhed from each 
other. The zame is evidently fomething in which they all 
agree. For it is fpoken of as one*. It is natural to think 
that, if our Lord had not meant to exhibit his eflence as 
the fame with that of the Father, he would have repeated 
thefe words, zzto the name. He obferves this method, 
where there is unfpeakably lefs danger of miftake. De- 
claring his work as Mediator, he fays; I wU? write upon 
him to ovoua, the name of my God, and to ovoua, the name of 
the city of my God, Rev. iii. 12. 

This manner of fpeaking, with refpect to the divine 
efllence, is not new. It perfectly agrees with the lan- 
guage of the Father under the Old Teftament. When he 
promifed to fend an angel before his people, he faid; Be- 
ware of him, and obey his voice, provoke him not: for he 
will not pardon your tranfgrefions; for my name is in 
him, Ex. xxii. 20.21. Had a mere delegation of autho- 
rity been meant, 1t would have been more properly ex- 
preffed, “ He comes” cr “ats in my Name,” or “ My 
“ Name is oz him.” But the language cannot with pro. 
priety convey any idea but that of identity of eflence. It 
does not denote any thing external or adventitious, but 
fomething internal and effential. For it literally is, My 

| Dd2 Name 


* Baptizate gentes in Nomine Patris, et Filii, et Spiritus Sanéti, In 
Nomine dixit, non in Nominibus. Non ergo aliud nomen Patris, aliud 
nomen Fili, aliud nomen Spiritus Sancti, quam unus Deus, Ambrof. 


de Sp, San&. lib. i. c 4. 
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Name ts in bts inward part. Belides, thefe words contain a 
reafon for what is declared immediately before ; He wll 
not pardon your tranfgreffions. Now, this declaration, in 

its connexion, leads us to the fenfe in which we are here to 


underftand the Name of God. The divine perfection of 
juftice is afcribed to this Angel; and in this refpet God’s 
Name is faid to be zz him. The language evidently di- 
reéts us to that folemn proclamation which JEHovAH made 
of his Name, as the Lord God,—who will.by no means clear, 
the guilty, or as it may. he read, old it, that is, fin, 
tnnocent, chap. xxxiv. §. 7. What was this but a‘procla- 
mation of his nature? When, therefore, he fays.of this 
Angel, He will not pardon,—for my Name is ia, him, he 
affures the Ifraelites that, although this glorious Perfon ap- 
peared as his Meilenger, he was to be viewed by,them in 
the fame light with himfelf, as efientially poffeffing all that 
this name denotes; and particularly, as that God te whom 
vengeance belongeth, Deut. xxxil. 35. Thus they were 
taught that every offence againit this Angel was as heinous, 
as if immediately committed againft the Father who fent 
him. Thus alfo, in thefe words we have, fir, a reafon af- 
figned for the care to be exercifed by the Hraelites left they 
fhould provoke this Angel: For be wll not pardan. your 
tranfgreffions: and then, a declaration of tthe reafon of his 
not pardoning; For my Ni ame is iN bin. 

In reply to the argument from the form of baptif{m en- 


joined by our Lord, it has been urged by Socinians, that 
Paul fays of the Ifraelites that they were all baptized into 


Mo/fes,1 Cor. x. 2. But, in the fame epiftle, he propofes 
this queftion; Were ye baptized into the name of Paul? 
chap. 1.13. He evidently marks an important diftin¢ction 
between the two expreflions. By comparing the command 
of Chrift with the words of, his apoitle, 1t appears that the 
fatter expreffion denotes a folemn profeflion of faith in the 

Perfon 
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Perfon into whofe name’ Wwe are baptized, and of depen- 
dence upon him for falvation; efpecially as the Apoftle 
joins this queftion with another, Was Paul crucified for 
you? At any rate, we | know that the honour thus con-. 
ferred on Mofes was merely typical. For the law was 
given in the hand of a Mediator, Gal. iii. 19. Therefore, 
it might as well be faid that the rock, whofe waters fip- 
plied the Ifraelites, was equally honourable With Chrift the 
antitype, and équally worthy of faith, as that Mofes and 
Chrift are equal in the other refpe&. For, becaufe of the 
typical relation; the water is called /piritual drink ; arid it 
is faid of the rock itfelf, that it was Chrif, 1 Cor. x. 4. 


Were the Ifraelites baptized into Mofes? Yet, even in this 
inftance, he was confidered merely as a fervant, for'a tefli- 
mony of thofe things which were to be Spoken after, or as 


prefiguring htm who is a Son over bis own boufe, Heb. 
ill. $, 6. 

We may here attend to what Dr P. fays with refpect to 
the adminiftration of this ordinance. He gives it as his 


opinion, that fome of the ancient Unitarians baptized in 
the name of’ Chrift only. “ The form of baptifm,” he 
fays, “ fuppofed to be prefcribed in the Gofpel of Matthew, 
“ viz. in the name of the Father, the Son; and the Holy 
‘© Ghoft, and the trine immerfion which was ufed along with 
“s it, contributed very ruch to eftablith the doctrine of the 
“ Trinity. It was natural enough, theréfore, for the Unita- 
‘“ rians to oppofe this fuperftitron by difcontinuing the prac- 
“ tice; though'it is probable that the cuftom itfelf was an 
«s innovation. That it was not in ufe from’ the beginning, 
“is pretty evident from their being no trace of it in the 
“ New Feftament, though we are not able to fay at what 
“time it began *."—‘* The form of baptifm,” he fays, 
~ /uppofed to have been prefcribed.”” And who can fup- 
pofe any thing elfe, without virtually charging the Evana 

D d 3.. gelift 
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gelift with inexcufable inaccuracy in his narrative? Per- 
haps, it would be doing lefs injuftice to the infpired writer, 
to ferve the conclufion of his Gofpel in the fame manner 
as the introdu¢tion,—by a vigorous effort to lop it off at 
once. One Unitarian, indeed, has given foclear a teftimony 
to the force of the argument arifing from this paflage, as 
to venture a fufpicion that it has been added from the apo- 
cryphal Go/pel according to the Egyptians *. As our author 
advances fo boldly, it would not be at all furprifing, though 
we were totd in the courfe of a few years, that a very an- 
cient manufcript had been found, which wanted the whole 
of this paflage. g 
A man who brings down his Saviour to a level with 
himfelf, will at times fhew that he pays more regard to his 
own judgment, than to his authority. The learned Gen- 
tleman will not admit that this was prefcribed as a form, 
becaufe “it contributed much to eftablifh the dottrine of 
“the Trinity.” But if Jefus prefcribed a form tending to 
eftablifh this doGrine, either he defigned that it fhould do 
fo, or that ıt fhould not. If the former; the doétrine muft 
be true. If the latter; he did not fufficiently guard his 
church againft idolatry. 
Ts it faid, that it remains to be proved that this form 
was really prefcribed ? It muft be acknowledged, that there 
„may be confiderable difficulty in provimg.this. For fome 
things are fo very evident, that it is not only an infult on 
human reafon to attempt to prove them, but {carcely pol- 
fible to do it; becaufe they are more evident at firft fight, 
than the moft laboured proof can make them. It cannot 
well be doubted, that we have here a command. One thing 
that it refpetts 1s teaching, or making difciples of all nations. 
Dr P. can have no objeGtion to this, if it be not under- 
{tood in connexion with the doétrine of the Trinity. For 


he 
* Anonym, ap. Sandium, p. 115. Wolfi Cur, Phil. in loc. 
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he hopes that, “ in due time,” what he calls true religion 


will be received ‘* by thofe who are ignorant of its nature, 
“ whether living in Chriftian countries, or among Maho- 


‘© metans and Heathens *.” But I wonder how he has claf- 
{fed Mahometans with Heathens ; as the formér are wztze/- 


Jes for the unity of God, and far nearer true religion than 
the Trinitarian Greeks who live among them. 


The command alfo includes baptifm. This feems to be 
enjoined, as that ordinance by which thofe who are taught, 
or made difciples, are openly received into the church: 


Make difciples of all nations, baptizing them. This, then, 
being the fign by which perfons are admitted, it.1s natural 


to think that it has fome definite form ; and equally, fo, 
that the ordinance itfelf being enjoined, the form would 
not be omitted. Thefe words, Jz the name, &c. immediate- 
ly following the command refpecting the. ordinance itfelf, 
‘mutt either be Juppofed to exprefs that form moft agreeable 
to him who inftituted the ordinance, and obligatory on all 
his followers ; or we mutt conclude, that he left every one 
to follow the way of his own heart. Even Dr P. will 
{carcely plead for the latter. We muft, therefore, believe 
that this was the very form prefcribed ; efpecially as there 
is no prefcription of any other. 

But Dr P. obferves, that ‘‘ we have no trace of thig 
“ practice in the New Teftament.” But even fuppofing 
that this were true, it would be of as little weight, in op- 
pofition to an exprefs command, as, 1n law, evidence mere- 
ly negative, when oppofed to that of a pofitive and direct 
nature. However, by the time that our author has got 
to the end of the chapter, matters are fomewhat riper. For 
there we are informed, that ‘‘ the apoltles baptized in the 


“ name of Chrift only +.” That they baptized in the name 
of Chrift is not denied. But to fay that they baptized in 
his name oz/y, is begging what ought to be proved. 


Dd4 But 
* Dedic. to Hift. Cor. p. v. t P. 444. 
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But the learned Gentleman is the moft happy hiftorian 
that ever lifted the pen. For facts grow to him like fruits 
to an hufbandman. . What, in the beginning of a chapter, 
peeps into fight, only as the feeble vernal’ fhoot of a fuppo- 
fition, after advancing through the different {tages of mere 
peradventure, of being probable, very probable, moft pro- 
bable, more than probable, almoit certain, by the time he 
has got to the end of‘1t, appears in the ftate of maturity, | 
as an unqueftionable fact. Whatfoever threatens to over- 
whelm it, whether fcripture or reafon, by the help of a 
new fuppofition or probability, it ftill keeps up its head ; 
like the rice on the fertile banks of the Ganges, which, 
though the river has’ rifen far above it at evening, ‘1s fure 
to be uppermoft againft morning. Although 1t hath been 
long a maxim, Ex nihilo nihil fit ; it feems to be otherwife 
with our author. For, in his luxuriant foil, proof merely 
negative may be transformed into pofitive. 


But let us inquire, 1f the apoftles really baptized in the 
name of Jefus only. We cannot fuppofe that they did fo, 
without previoutly fuppofing, either that they did not be- 
lieve that our Saviour had prefcribed a particular form ; 
or, that they preferred one of their own to his. The for- 
mer is incredible. For 1f there ever was a form prefcribed 
by any mafter, we have one here. That to be obferved 
in the celebration of the Lord’s Supper is‘not more defi- 
nite. Dr P. has virtually declared the only reafon of his 
hefitation. Did it not “ contribute very much to eftablifh 
« the doftrine of the Trinity,” we fhould never have heard 
of the leaft difficulty about the inflitution. Shall we, 
therefore, fuppofe that the apoftles preferred one of their 
own? But we cannot do fo, without charging them with 
the moft daring difobedience. If capable of it in this in- 
{tance, furely, they were moft: unfit perfons for fulfilling 


the order immediately connected with this form ; which 1s, 
indeed, 
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indeed, merely a continuation of the fame folemn charge ;, 
Teaching them to obferve ALL things WHATSOEVER: Í have 
commanded you. As the former injunétion is immediately 
feconded by this, and fuch univerfality and firictnefs re- 
quifed ; can any rational perfon for a moment fuppofe, 
that the apoftles would reckon themfelves at liberty to ne- 
glect the obfervation of that very form which was fo po- 
fitively enforced? Had they been poffefled, indeed, by the 
prefumptuous fpirit of fome modern apoftles, that can make 
fo free with the words of God, they might have been fup- 
pofed capable of fuch condu&.' But they had learned to 
deny themfelves, as well as to follow Jefus. Before they 
pretended to teach others,’ themfelves became as little chil- 
dren. 

The language ufed, in the Adts, with refpeé& to this or- 
dinance, is that this‘or that perfon was baptized in'the name 
of the Lord, in the name of the Lord Fefus, or in the name of 
Fefus Chrift. This variety fhews, that the infpired hifto- 
rian did not mean to mention the particular form obferved 
in adminiftering baptifm, but only the fact with refpect to 
the initiation of certain perfons. It would appear totally 
unneceflary to Luke, particularly to {pecify a form known 
to every church member, when fimply narrating the re- 
ception of converts. 


Is it not’ often fimply faid that this or that perfon was 
baptized, without the mention of any divine name? Shall 
we therefore infer, that the adminiftrator mentioned none? 


Or, fhall we conclude, that the proper form of adminiftra- 
ting the Lord’s Supper 1s by breaking of bread only, be- 
caufe the infpired hiftorian, when {peaking of it, makes no 

mention of wize * ? | 
- When it is faid of any, that they were baptized in, or 
into the name of the Lord, it denotes that they were initia- 
ted into a profeffion of his name, declaring their faith in 
him 

# ACS i. 42. 46, BX, 7. 
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him as a divine Saviour. Now, there was a peculiar pro- 
priety in mentioning their reception in this manner. For 
the moft of thofe referred to were either Jews or profe. 
lytes: and the doctrine of falvation through that Jefus 


who was crucified, was their great ftumbling block. Nor 
was it otherwife with the Gentiles. 

Although this language does not exprefs the form, it ex- 
prefles the fpirit and defign of the ordinance. .For as ‘our 
Saviour is referred to in his mediatory character, there 1s 
a virtual reference to the whole Trinity, as engaged in our 
{alvation, and as adored in this folemn a&. For we know 
him as our Lord Fefus Chrift, only as the Son, fent by the 
Father, to procure that {piritual baptifm fignified by the 
external rite; and as fending the Holy Ghoft for this end. 
Therefore, when perfons are’ faid to be baptized in his 
name, he is never defigned by his effential character, as 
the Son, but always by one derived from his mediatory 
function. 

Indeed, independently of other evidence, we have a 
{trong prefumption with refpect to the ufe of this form 
from the language of Paul to thofe difciples at Ephefus, 
who, when afked if they had received the Holy Ghoft, 1n- 
formed him that they had not fo much as heard whether 


there was any Holy Ghoft, that is, any effufion; for John 
himfelf had affured them of the baptifm of the Spirit. 


Paul replied; Unto, or rather, Lato what then were ye bap- 
tized? Atts xix. 1.3. The es ts here feems plainly 
to refer to the words of inftitution, es to oyouya—rts Ayiz 
ITveymaros. It is juft as if he had faid, ‘* Were ye not bap- 
“ tized in the name of the Holy Ghoft; and how can ye 
“ be ignorant of his effufion.” 

But although it were certain that the firft difciples bap- 
tized in the name of Chrift only, it could not ferve the 
purpofe of Socinians. For they admuniftered this ordt- 
nance, 


2 
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nance, as including a folemn a&t of worfhip, the object of 
which was Jefus. Therefore faid Ananias to Saul; Arife, 


and be baptized, and wafh away thy fins, calling on the name 
of the Lord, Acts xxii. 16. Now, the Lord, thus folemnly 
invoked as the object of worfhip, can be no other than 
he in whofe name the convert was baptized: and this, ıt 1s 
granted, was the Lord Jefus. 

Thus, our author, in his zeal againft the Trinity, has evi- 
dently overfhot the mark. For baptifm being an aé& of 
worfhip, implying, not merely invocation, as exprefled in 
the counfel of Ananias, but a folemn profeffion of faith in 
him who 1s called upon, and a dedication of the whole per- 
fon to him; if the mode of expreflion ufed in the Adts, 
could afford any argument in favour of the worfhip of one | 
perfon only, 1t would go wholly to prove that this perfon 
was our Lord Jefus. Dr P. therefore, in his pretended 
proof, has miftaken the perfon. For, if he has done any 
thing, he has proved that, in this inftance, the apoftles wor- 
Joipped Chrift only. However, all that can be juftly in- 
ferred from the language of Luke is, that he confidered 
the name of the Father, Son and Holy Ghoft as oze. 

Our author’s -prefumption mutt be aftonifhing to thofe 
who tremble at the word of God, when he adds; 4“ It is to 
“be hoped that the Unitarians of the prefent age will 1m3- 
“tate their predeceflors, by baptizing, as the apoilles did, 
“in the name of Chrift only, without the zzvocation of 
“the Father, Son and Holy Ghoft, or exprefling what they 
“ apprehend to be the real meaning of that phrafeology *.” 
For here he not only aflumes what he has not proved, with 


refpect to the apoftles; but encourages, others, either en- 
tirely to renounce the form marO by the King of Zion, 
or to make additions to it: as if it were Dagers to ufe 
our Saviour’s words without our own exp'ication. He 


avows his refolntion either to tale away from the words of 


| the 
~ * Ibid. p. 444. 
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the book, or to add unto the things contained in it: and he 
can be no ftranger to the threatened confequence of either. 
What fhall we think of his confiftency in admitting that 
there is an act of znvocation, that 1s, of wor/bzp, in bap- 
tifm ; even while propofing to make Jefus the only object 
of it? | 

On the whole, what eftimate can we form of a Soci- 
nian faith, when we find that its fubyjetts avowedly reject 
that very language of our Lord, which, according to their 
own acknowledgment, “ contributes very much to the 
«“ eftablifhment of the doétrine of the Trinity,”—upon the 
flender ground of a pretended doubt, whether it was in- 
tended as the prefcription of a form; while they cannot 
prove the contrary ; and while the proof of the doétrine, 
arifing from the words, is the fame, whether it was thus in- 
tended, or not? 

10. Our Lord declares that he is the only-degotten Son of 
God, John iii. 16. 18. This can bear no other meanirig, than 
that he.1s a Son of the fame nature with thé Father. 
Other fons of God are faid to be begotte# of him impro- 
perly and metaphorically. But when Chrift is called on/y- 
begotten, it implies that he is the Son of God exclufively, 
and therefore in the proper fenfe of the term, as denoting 
an eternal and incomprehenfible generation in the divine 
effence. The connexion of' our Lord’s difcourfe fhews that 
identity. of nature 1s meant. He aflures us that he is gzvez 
in this character; God—gave his only begotten Son, ver. 16. 
How ridiculous, then, to fay, that he derives the defigna- 
tion from fomething pofterior to this gift? In fo important 

a light does he exhibit his filiation, that the rejection of 
him in this charaéter appears as if it were the only caufe 
of the condemnation of thofe who enjoy the Gofpel: He 
that believeth not ts condemned already ; becaufe he hath not 


believed in the name of the only-begotten Son of God, ver. 18. 
Tn 
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In. this character does he reveal nimfelf, as illuftrating the 
right that he had to fay to Nicodemus ; We /peak that 
we do know, and teftify that we have feen, ver. 11. As the 
enly-begotten, he knew all that he teftified by, perfect uzfoz 
of the nature and purpofes.of the Father. He had already, 
declared that he came down. from heaven, ver. 13. and to 
fhew that, he was chargeable with no prefumption in this 
declaration, he proclaims his eternal Sonfhip. When he 
{peaks to Nicodemus of- telling him, of heavenly things, he 
at the fame time informs; him. that he alone was qualified 
to do fo, becaufe of his defcent from heaven.. Having de- 
clared what muft have appeared a, paradox to this..ruler, 
that the Son of man, even while he fpake to him, was zz 
heaven ; he fhews that this. was.true-of. that Perfon who 
appeared to the eye of fenfe merely as the, Son of. man, 
becaufe he was.alfo the only-begotten Son of God, ver. 
13.16. Nothing can be more evident, than that what our 
Lord fays concerning God’s fending his Son into the world, 
ver. 17. muft be underftood as fignifying that he indeed 
came down from. heaven, ver. 1%. otherwife, the whole dif- 
courfe is a mafs of abfurdity. 

To the fame. purpofe, the beloved difciple defcribes him 
as the only-begottten who 13 in. the bofom of the Father, John 
i.18. This denotes not only the infinite love of the Fa- 


ther to the Son, but unity of effence. There is an evident 
allufion to the love of a father to his own child: and thus 
Wildom fays, L was by him, as one brought up, Prov. vii. 
30*. His being zz-the bofom of the Father is clearly men- 
tioned as the evidence of his filiation, The allufion ìs un- 
doubtedly to earthly things. Now, no one will fay, that 


a man becomes a Father, by- carrying a child in His bofom ; 
but will reverfe the matter, concluding, from this peculiar 
evidence of love, that the child 1s really his. Efpecially 
were it faid, “ There is the fon in the bofom of the fa- 


“ther; 


* Vid. Lampe in loc. 
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“ ther ;” would any one doubt that the mode of expreffion 
prefuppofed paternity ? According to the language of in- 
{piration, the Son muf, in the order of nature, be viewed 
as begotten, and the firft perfon ‘of the Trinity as a Father, 
before the' former be confidered as zn the bofom. of ‘the lat- 

"The glory, therefore, that the difciples: beheld, was 


oe of ‘the orily-begotten of the Father, who had exited 
from eternity with God, being himfelf God *. He is fo begot- 
tel,/ as to be oppofed to all the adopted fons of God; who 
derive’ ‘all their privilege from him; by believing in bis 
‘Name, as the only-begotten Son of God +. 

Many are the cavils of Socinians again{t this fenfe of the 
expreffion; fome afferting that Chrift is called the only-be- 
gotten, becaufe of his‘ miraculous conception; others be- 
caufe of his refurrechon ; fome confining it to the Father’s 
great love to him; and others, to that glory to which he 1s 
advanced as King of Zion. ‘While one writer pleafes him- 


{elf with one of thefe views, another finds it neceflary to 
clafs them altogether, that’ variety may, if poflible, fupply 
the want of folidity.. But as Dr P. feems carefully to 
avoid giving any particular view of this appellation, it 
is unneceflary to trouble the reader with replies to objec- 


tions, in which the Doctor may refufe that he has any 
concern. 


CHA P. IV. 


Of the Fatth of the Difciples concerning the Son/bip of “fefus, 
. during his Abode on Earth. - 


\ N / E are now to inquire, in wpat fenfe the difciples un- 


derftood this character, while Jelus was with them 
as to his human nature. . 


‘The 


% 


* Ver. 14. compared with ver. Te = ¢ Chap. i. r2. 14. iii. 18. 
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The teftimony given by Peter deferves our particular 


attention, as it expreffes the faith of the twelve: We be- 
tieve, and are fure, that thou art that Chrift, the Son of the li- 


ving God, John vi. 69. He acknowledges that Jefus is the 
Son of God in fo peculiar a fenfe, that he effentially pof- 


feffes all that life which belongs to the Father. For this 
confeffion ‘muft be viewed in connection with what the a- 


poftle had faid immediately before; Thou haft the words 
of eternal life, ver. 68. He does not mean that Jefus mere- 
ly declared the doctrine of eternal life, or gave fuch in- 
ftructions as were neceflary for attaining it; but that he 
had power to communicate this life by the words which he 
{pake: For his language evidently reduplicates on the te- 
{timony which our Lord had given concerning himfelf, ver. 
63. The words that I fpeak unto you, they are—life. How 
were they Afe? Becaufe he that Jdelzeveth on the Son bath 
everlafting life, ver. 47. ot, as he exprefles the fame truth 
metaphorically ; He that eateth me, even he fhall live by me, 
yer. 57. 
From the frequent conneétion of thefe terms, the Chrift, 
and the Son of God, it has been urged that they are perfect- 
ly fynonymous. But certainly, it would be far more natu- 
ral to infer from this circumitance, that the latter denotes 
fome peculiar excellency, which although fuppofed by the 
former, is not expreffed by it. If they be fynonymous, 
they are extremely ill difpofed. For if that expreflion, 
the Son of God, in its highelt fenfe be applicable to a crea- 
ture; Peter ought to have faid, ‘‘ We are fure that thou 


‘tart that Son of God, the Chrift.” For according to the 
Socinian hypothefis, that chara¢ter the Soz of God, was far 
more general than the other, and more likely to be under- 
{tood in the ordinary fenfe. The Jews often uled it as ap- 
plicable to every individual of their nation; whereas they 


confined the term Chri/ to thofe who were anointed to the 
oflice 
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office’ of priefthood or of royalty. However, as Peter ex- 
preffes himfelf, it muft appear to every. candid reader, that 


he meant to define the fenfe afhixed -to the firt character, 
that Chrift, by the fecond, that Son of “God. 

He firt declares that Jefus is the Chrif, being. convine 
ced that he was that illuftrious Perfon pointed out by the 
prophets as the Lord’s. anointed to the work of falvation. 
With this he conjoins his,other character, becaufe nro- one 
was to be the anointed. of JEHOVAH, but he to whom he 
had faid, Thou art my Son; this day bave I begotten thee, 
Pf. iu. 2.7. As he 1s denominated that Chrift, to diftin- 
guifh him from all the anointed prophets, priefts and kings, 
- who prefigured him: fo ‘that Son, to diftinguifh from belie- 


‘vers, whom he makes fons by adoption; from all the Jews, 
who, becaufe of their. lawful defcent from Abraham, faid 
that God.was their father, John vni. 41. and to whom, in 
‘a national refpect,. belonged the adoption ; from angels, who, 
’ by creation, are the fons of God; and from thofe rulers 
who received this name ina typical fenfe 

If Peter meant ‘only that Jefus was the. Meffiah, his con- 
feflion. did not furpafs that of the carnal Jews, with whom 
our Saviour had the preceding: difcourfe. For they. faid, 
This is of a truth that prophet that Jhould come into the 
‘qvorld, ver. 14. As an evidence of their perfuafion that 
he was the Mefliah, they would have come and taken him 
by force to makè him a.king, ver. 15. . Is it faid, that they 
feem:to have changed their ideas, when Chrift more fully 
declared his doctrine? It 1s granted. But what doétrine 
-gave them fuch. offence? Was it not that of his divinity? 
Did -théy forfake him as unworthy to be acknowledged as 
the Mefhah ? It was on the very fame ground on which pre- 
tended Unitarians would have proceeded. To thefe unbe- 
‘lieving Jews it was an bard and indigeltible /aying, that’ he 
«came down from heaven. We are, indeed, to underftand the 
I teftimony 
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teftimony of the twelve, in connexion with the tenor of 
the preceding difcourfe. It was a voluntary confeffion, a. 
rifing from the defign of our Saviour’s doctrine; and it 
has no beauty nor propriety, unlefs viewed in this relation. 
When they declare their afflurance that he was that Chrift, 
‘that Son of the living God, it dire@tly refpects what Jefus 
had again and again teftified concerning himfelf, that he 
was that bread which came down from heaven, ver. 32, 33.50, 
51. 58. and therefore the antitype of the manna; and with- 
out any metaphor, that be came down from heaven, ver. 38. 
and that he was there before, ver. 62. He who denies 
that this:1s the fenfe, while.he means to facrifice to reafon, 
really makes a facrifice of it. 

This noble confeflion was again made by the fame Apo. 
ftle, in reply to that queftion, propofed by Jefus to his dif- 
ciples; Whom do men fay that I the Son of man am è Mat. 
xvi. 13.16. The ufe of twa, rendered whom, fhews that 
Jefus inquires as to their opinion of his Per/om and effence. 
They evidently underftand it thus. For, although their 
aníwer implies that Jefus was not generally fuppofed to be 
more than a prophet, it is evident that it does not efpeci- 
ally refpect the fentiments of the multitude with regard to 
his office, but their various ideas as to the fpecification of 
the Perfon.: Some fay, John the Baptift, Jome Elias, and 
others ‘Feremtas, or one of the prophets, ver. 14. Then he 
demands their own fentiments: But whom fay ye that I 
am? We cannot imagine that our Lord wilhed to know if 


they fimply believed that he was the Meffiah. His for- 


mer words may be viewed, either, according to our verfion, 
as one queftion; or, according to the punctuation of fome 
copies, as two; Whom do men fay that lama The Son of 
man? that is, “ Is this what they fay?” But which foever 
.of thefe be preferred, it is evident that the difciples con- 


traft this character, te Son of God, with that of Jefus con~ 
V.ou.I. E e fidered 
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fidered merely as to his office. For it cannot be fuppofed, 
that they were at a lofs to know, that the other defignation, 
the Son of man, which Chrift fo frequently ufed, refpected 
him, not merely as in human nature, but according to its 
application in their {criptures, as the Meffiah in this nature. 
Had they viewed him as a mere man, they would have ex- 
prefied this in their reply. For, as has been feen, the que- 
ftion itfelf required an anfwer refpe¢ting his nature, and they 
underitood ıt in this light. 

But they contraft this character, the Son of God, with 
that mentioned by himfelf, the Son of man; plainly de- 
glaring, that they afcribe to him a nature fuperior to the 
human. Our Lord evidently underftands their confeffion 


in this fenfe. For, he replies; Bleffed art thou, Simon 
Barjona: for flefb and blood hath not revealed it unto thee, 


but my Father who is in heaven, ver.17. Here our Lord 
contrafts Peter’s human origin as the fon of Fonas, with his 


own as the Soz of God. He refers to his carnal defcent, 
in the words fle/b and blood, 1n contradiftindticn to his own 


incomprehenfible filiation expreffed in what follows ;----my 
Father who is in heaven. He declares the bleflednefs of 
Simon, in knowing fo important a truth ; efpectally as his 
natural defcent could not be the fource of fuch a perfuaficn 
ashe had, but a gracious communication from the Father of 
Chrift, who alone knoweth the Son, and therefore can alone 
reveal him. Jefus teftifies fuch peculiar fatisfaction with 
this confeffion, that on account of it, he gives Simon the 
furname of Peter ; and in allufion to the meaning, as well 
as to the occafion of impofing this name, he fubjoins this 
declaration with refpedt to the foundation of his church ; 


And on this rock will I build my church ; intending, either 
his own perfon, as Godman, or the do“rine concerning it, 


which feems to be elfewhere called the ear; and the ground 
of truth, 1 Tim. lil. 15 * 


Mark 
Vid. Witf, in Symbol. Ex. 2, f. 1. | 
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Mark gives this confeffion in thefe words, Thou 
art the Chrift, chap. vit. 29. and Luke, The Chrif of 
God, chap. 1x. 20. Thence Socinians contend that the 
other expreflion added by Matthew, is ftridtly fynony- 
mous. Were the argument their own, they would think 


it a-fufficient anfwer to fuch an objection, that in fome 
copies the word wis, Jon, is found in Luke, and the Sop 


of God, in Mark ; and that the -verfion of Ulphilas, to 
which great antiquity is afcribed, gives the confeflion as 
fully in Luke’s Gofpel *, as we find it in Matthew. 

But there is no neceflity for claiming the aid of thefe 
variations. The term Cdri/f fuppofes that the perfon to 
whom it belongs 1s the Son of God. Now, it feemed fufh- 
cient to Mark and Luke to give the fubitance of the con- 
feflion ; as they knew no other Chrift than the only begot- 
ten son of the Father. If Mark rehearfes this confeffion 
more briefly than other two evangelifts, he gives his own 


as fully as Peter had done. And he {ets it at the head of 


the book, as an in{cription expreffive of the perfonal dignity 
of his fubjeCt; that every reader might know who it was 


to whom he gave the defignation of Chrift throughout the 
whole :—The beginning of the gofpel of Fefus Chrif the Son 
of God, chap. 1. 1. Confidering the concifenefs of his plan, 
the laft expreflion muft appear to Socinians an unaccounta- 
bie tautology. 


It 1s granted, that the term, Son of God, denotes the 
fame perfon as the Chrif. But muf it nece(larily follow, 


that ıt conveys precuely the fame idea? One perfon was 
the fon of Fefe, and the king of Ifrael. Will any one, 


therefore, conclude that thefe expreflions were fynony- 


mous? Did not the one denote origin; and the other, of- 
fice? One Evangelit gives the infcription on the crofs, in 


thefe words, “fe/us the King of the Jews; and another fim- 
ply, Tbe King of the Jews. Are we therefore to inter, 


Lez tha? 
* Thu is Chriftus fynus Goths. 
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that thefe expreflions, ‘fe/us, and King of the Fews, have 
exactly the fame meaning? Undoubtedly, all that 1s intend- 
ed, is to relate the fubftance of the infcription. And what 
good reafon can be given, why this fhould not alfo be the 
cafe with refpect to the confefhion of the difciples? By the 
words, ** Thou art that Chriil,” or “ that Chrift of God,” 
Mark and Luke exprefs an acknowledgment of him, as 
that very anointed, who, ın the Old Teftament, was de- 
clared to be the begotten Son of God. 

2. We may now attend to the confeflicn of Nathanael, 
who, it is generally thought was the fame perfon elfewhere 
called Bartholomew, one of the twelve. He faid unto Je- 
fus, Rabbi, thou art the Son of God, thou art the King of 
Ifrael, John i. 49. He acknowledged him to be the Son 
of God, as poflefling omnifcience. For his conviction of 
our Saviour’s claim-to that chara¢ter, arofe from the difplay 
which he had made of this perfection ın thefe words; Be- 
fore that Philip called thee, when thou waft under the fig- 
tree, I faw thee, ver, 48. What was the particular engage- 
ment of Nathanael, at the time and place referred to, does 
not appear. But his reply befpeaks the fulleft affurance, 
that no eye faw him but that of omnufcience. It is highly 
probable, that his religious exercife was itfelf of fo pecu- 
liar a nature, that the very recollection of it {truck his mind 
in the moft forcible manner. Whatever it was, it feems, 
from the connexion of the paflage, to have been a proof of 
the juftnefs of that high charatter given him by Jefus; Be- 
hold, an Ifraclite indeed! The reply of Nathanael, alfo, 


fhews a confcioufnefs that his conduct on that occafion de- 
monftrated the truth of the honourable teftimony now gi- 
ven him. 

From the queftion propofed by Nathanael in confequence 
of this teftrmony, ıt appears that at firft he was at a lofs to 


know how this franger fhould be acquainted with his cha- 
racter. 
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racter. Whuifhing to difcover the fource of his intelligence, 
he fays; Whence knowe/t thou me He was certain that it 


was not from perfonal intercourfe. For he had never here- 
tofore feen Jefus. Perhaps, he might for a moment fuppofe 
that ıt was by report. But as foon as our Lord replied, 
Nathanael was fully convinced of the omnifcience of the 


{peaker. Then he could fafely apply to him the language 
of the Pfalmift,; Tou underftandeft my thought afar off. 


Thou compaffe/t my path, &c. Pflal. cxxxix. 2, &c. 

The faith of Nathanael was not merely rational. It was 
{upernatural. For he came to Jefus under the influence of 
a {trong national prejudice. He defpifed him before he 
had feen him. Can any good thing, he fays, come out of 
Nazareth ? ver. 46. As he did not once fuppofe that Je- 
{us could know, by human means, what had pafled under 
the fig-tree ; as he was alfo under the power of that preju- 
dice already mentioned ; had not his faith been of divine 
operation, he would moft probably, like many others, have 
afcribed the fuperior powers of Jefus to magic. But at 
ence, all his objections are filenced, and he breaks out in 
this glorious confeflion; Thou art the Son of God. 

It is evident, that Nathanael ufes this language as deno- 
ting a proper filiation. For Jefus mentions the proof which 
himfelf had given of divine knowledge as the immediate 
ground of this I{raelite’s faith: Becaufe I fard unto thee, 
I faw thee under the fig-tree, believeft thou? ver. 50. Now, 
this was no otherwife a ground of Nathanael’s faith in 
Chrift, as Meffiah, than as it was a clear demonftration of 
his deity. The faith of this good man did not operate as 
that of many other believers feems to have done. From 
the demonftrations of Jefus being the Mefliah, they con- 
cluded that he was the Son of God; afcending from the 
lefs to the greater. But Nathanael concludes, that he is 
the Meffiah, from the fatisfying evidence which he gave of 


Ee 3 his 
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his being the Son of God, equal in perfection with the 
Father. In this very order are the articles of his confef- 
fion difpofed. Nor is his immediate confeflion of Jefus in 
this character, confidering the ground of it, a contemptible 
proof that thofe, who wazted for the confolation of Lfrael, 
expected a divine Saviour. 

3. John, the harbinger of Jefus, gives him this character, 
as denoting his-eternal extftence, and his power to confer the 
Holy Ghoft. I faw, he fays, and bare record, that this'is 
the Son of God, Johni. 34. The fenfe in which he ufed 
this language, muft be learned from what he had previoully 
faid, and from what he faw. He had faid to his difciples ; 
After me cometh a man, who is preferred before me, for be 
was before me, ver. 30.: Whereas the Evangelift, in this 
chapter, calls the Baptift himfelf-avSewa0s, the term amp ts 
ufed to exprefs the defignation which he gave to Jefus. It 
feems to correfpond to Y'N in Hebrew, which, it 1s well 
known, is frequently oppofed to HIN; the one denoting 
an excellent or exalted perfon, and the other exprefling 


meannefs or infirmity. Avvo 1s alfo often ufed by profane 
writers, to denote ftrength, magnanimity, or excellence. 


Thus Homer, 
Ayveoes ETE, DIAOL, uvnoaobe Of bx o100s ann. Ir. ©. 174- 


Sometimes- they exprefsly oppofe avdpes to avbgumra.' Avdoes 
nar an ets avboworor uovoy voiouevor. Xenoph. in Hieron. Thus 
it is alfo ufed by Herodotus ; Torao: avSewaro, orryos de avdoes, 
In Polymn. It occurs in the fame fenfe in the New Tefta- 
ment, in its derivative avdeiterbe, Quit yourfelves like men, 
I Cor. xvi. 13. 

But what requires our particular attention is, that John 
exprefsly afferts the pre-exiftence of Jefus as the reafon of 
his being preferred before him: For he was before me. In 


the manner of expreffion, we have that diftinction which 
| - the 
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the eyangeliit {till preferves between an cternal, and a li- 
mited, exiftence ; exprefling the former always by m. For 
with refpect to human nativity, John was indecd before 


Jefus. But this declaration has been already explained *. 

The harbinger calls his Lord the Son of God, in relation 
alfo to what he /aw, as the emblem of perfonal dignity : 
He that Jent me to baptize with water, the fame faid unto 
me, Upon whow: thou fhalt fee the Spirit defcending, and re- 
maining on bim, the fame ts he who baptizeth with the Holy 
Ghoft, ver. 33. The vifible defcent of the Spirit, and his 
refting on Jefus, was to John the proof of his being that il- 
luftrious Perfon who had power to communicate the gifts 
and graces of the Spirit: and this power was to him fo fa- 
tisfying a proof of deity, that he immediately bare record 
that this is the, or more literally, that Son of God, ver. 34. 
He evidently refers to the teftimony of the Father con- 
cerning him, Ths zs my beloved Son; and perhaps to his 
own previous teftimony with refpect to priority of exilt- 
ence. 

The Baptift could not mean merely to declare that Jefus 
was the Chrift, or one anointed. The account which he 
gives of the character of that perfon in whom this fign was 
to be fulfilled, as this charatter was divinely exprefled to 
him, and of his own inference from it, precludes this idea. 
For as the term Cri is paffive, had Jefus been pointed 
out merely in this ref{pect, the language ought to have beens 
The fame ts he who is baptized. It, indeed, belongs to the 
Mefiiah, as he is defcribed in {cripture, to anoint or baptize 
with the Holy Ghoft. But this belongs to him, only as his 


office prefuppofes a character originally divine. 


To thefe words, with the Holy Ghoft, the Evangelifts 
Matthew and Luke fubjoin, and wth fre, Mat. iit. 11. 


Luke iii. 16. While we have here a prediction of what 
iE e4 fhould 


# See above, p. 144. 
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{hould be the external fymbol of the effufion of the Spirit 
on the difciples, (Acts 11. 3.), there is undoubtedly a refer. 
ence to fomething, under the Old Teftament, of a typical 
mature. Some apprehend, that there is an allufion to the 
cloud in which the I{raelites are faid to have been baptized 


unto Mofes. It was not only a pillar of cloud for refrefhing 
them, but offre for giving light, and as a pledge of the de- 
(truction of their enemies. Thus, it may be viewed as a 
{triking figure of the operations of the Spirit, who not only 
refrefhes the fouls of all true Iiraelites, but confumes their 
{piritual foes *. Others think that there is a reference to 
what was done, in vifion, to the prophet Ifaiah. His lips 
were touched with a live coal, as a token of the removal 
of his iniquity, chap. vi. 6, 7. fT. 

But to which foever of thefe the allufion 1s, the words 
contain.a proof of the deity of the perfon to whom they 


apply. Is the pillar of cloud and fire referred to? Then,. 
an Almighty agent is intended. For J, faith JEHOVAH, 
will be unto her a wall of fire round about, Zech. ii. 5. Fs 
the fymbol of Ifaiah’s purification alluded. to? The infer- 
ence is the fame. For it is JEHovan. who wa/bes away the 
filth of the daughter of Zion,—by the fpirit of birning, 
Ifa, iv. 4. Our Lord is faid to baptize with fire, which is 
of a molt fubtile and penetrating nature, to denote the di- 
vine energy and efficacy of his work on the heart. 


Jefus is here exhibited as that Wifdom who had faid to 
his church of old; I wil] pour out my [ptrit unto you, Prov. i. 


23.as that JEHOVAH who had promifed ; Z wid] pour out my 

Spirit upon all flefh, Joel 11.28. For the ufe of water in 
baptifm is-an emblem of this divine effufion : and the work 
is exprefsly afcribed. to our Saviour, with the application of 
this very promife laft mentioned ; He hath /hed forth this 
which ye now fee and hear, A&ts ii. 16, 17. 33. 


| The: 
* Vid. Lampe in Joan i. 33. + See Owen on the Spirit, p. 54. 
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The work itfelf is a clear proof of his deity. It is to 
baptize with, pour out, or fhed forth the Holy Ghoft. Now, 
even according to the Socinian fyftem, which exhibits the 
Spirit as merely the virtue or power of God, this work of 
effufion certainly far tranfcends the rank or power that can 
rationally be fuppofed to belong, on any account whatfo- 
ever, toa mere creature. The potfeflor muft firt have an 
arm like God, and be able to thunder with a voice like bim. 
It is to fupppofe a far ftranger myttery than that of the 
Trinity itfelf, to imagme a mere man capable of exercifing 
all the power of God, and of difpenfing all his gifts and 
graces, with all that unfpeakable variety, and that unerring 
exactnefs which is requifite in the government of the 


church. | 
He who baptizeth with the Holy Ghoft, difpenfes his gifts 


and graces according to his own pleafure. Thence we 
read of the meafure of the gift of Chrif, Eph. iv. 97. The 
Son quickeneth whom he will, John v. 21. and therefore re- 
gulates all the means neceflary for this end, in a fovereign 
manner. The Apoftles afcribe the whole of their fuccefs 
to Jefus, and refolve the different degrees of it into the fo- 
vereignty of his will: Who then ıs Paul, and whois Apollos, 
but minifters by whom ye believed, even as the Lord gave to 
every man I Cor. un. 5. The Holy Spirit 1s faid to be 
the Spirit of the Son, Gal. iv. 6. The language ufed in the 
paffage under confideration implies a conftancy of power, 
and therefore, a fovereignty of operation. The fame is he 
who BAPTIZETH. [Itis obferved that this 13 the fame as if 
it were faid, ‘“¢ This is the baptizer with the Holy Ghoft.” 
But the fame fovereignty is afcribed to the Spirit > AÅ the/e 
worketh that one and the felf-fame Spirit, dividing to every 
man’ feverally as he will, ı Cor. xu. 11. Now, thefe things 
cannot be true, unlefs Jefus be really the Son of God, and 


fo his will and that of the Spirit be effentially one. 
In 
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In this very light does the Baptift contraft Jefus with. 
himfelf, as difplaying, in the cleareft manner, his own un. 
fpeakable inferiority. The antithefis is more diftinctly 
flated in Luke, (iii. 16.), I indeed baptize you with water ; 
but—he foall baptize you with the Holy Ghoft, and with fire. 
John could only adminifter the ordinance of baptifm unto 
repentance ; as a fymbolical confeflion of this, and as a mean 
and {feal of divine inftitution. But Jefus, faith he, /ball 
baptize you with the Holy Ghoft, E?e. he fhall really purify 
the inward man. But this 1s a work peculiar to God. It ` 
is God who purifieth the beart, AQs xv. 9. And he only 
can do fo; for he alone noweth it, ver. 8. The {fuperior 
nature of this baptifm is the proof that John gives of Jefus 
‘being mightier than himfelf. 

It may be faid, that “ although John could baptize with 
& water only, the Holy Ghoft not being yet given, the 
« honour afcribed to Jefus was conferred on his followers, 
‘¢ who communicated the Spirit by the impofition of their 
« hands.” But it is never once faid of any fervant of 
Chrift, how eminent foever, that he baptized with the Holy 
Ghoft. The difciples could pretend to nothing more than 
baptizing in or into his name. But it has been already 
proved that, in the communication of the Spirit, they werg. 
ufed merely as inftruments *. 

The afcription of this fpiritua] baptifm to Jefus is jnti- 
mately connected with other charaéters of deity. For the 
Baptift immediately adds; Who/fe fan 1s in bis hand, and he 
will thoroughly purge his floor, and gather his wheat into his 
garner; but he will burn up the chaff with unyuenchable 
fire. Mat. 11.12. A real propriety in the church is here 
afcribed to Jefus. It ıs called Azs floor. But the church is 


the boufe of the living God. It is God’s hufbandry. Thefe 
different expreflions convey the fame idea. Will any one 


{ay, then, that the church is as really the property of 2 
mere 


* See above, p. 316, 317. 
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mere man, as of the living God ?—Divine juttice is repre- 
{ented as effential to Jefus. For it is not faid that God’s 
fan, or fieve, isin Chrift’s hand, but his own; whofe fan, ce. 
—QOmnifcience is virtually afcribed to him. For he is faid 
to perform a work which necetfarily implies this perfection: 
He foallthoroughly purge his floor.—Believers are defcribed 
as peculiarly his property ; and how could this be, if he 
were not their God? They are his wheat.—Heaven itfelf 
is Ais garner, Luke iii. 17.—To him is the eternal punith- 
ment of the wicked, as well as the beatification of the 
righteous, afcribed : He will gather his wheat—but the chaff 
he will bura with fire unquenchable. But this work ts the 
divine prerogative. God himfelf is judge. It 1s our God, 
before whom a fire fhall devour, Pfal. 1. 3.6. It is God, 
who fhall razz on the wicked fire and brimfione, Pfal. xi. 6. 
In the hand of JEHOVAH is that cup, of which the wine ts 
red. He itis who poureth out of the fame, Pfal. lxxv. 8. 
There is only one Lawgiver, who is able to fave, and to de- 
Jiroy, Jam. iv. 12. None but a divine Perfon could be fit 
for this awful work. Only the omniicient God could cer- 
tainly difcern between the chaff and the wheat. My God: 
I appeal from the judgment of a man like myfelf. By thy 
decifion only will I ftand. So {mall is the grain of precious 
feed in this heart, that, were I to be judged by the molt 
difcerning creature, he would be in danger of {weeping it 
away with the chaff. 

4. The confeflion of Martha carrefponds with thofe 
which we have already confidered. She profefled her faith 


in Jefus, as that Son of God who was himlelt the Life, and 


who could fovereignly communicate life to others. Before 


our Lord entered into difcourfe with her, fhe believed that, 
by his prefence, he could have prevented the ceath of La- 


zarus. For this was her falutation; Lord, if thou hadft 


been here, my brother had not died, Johu xi. 21. She at the 
5) fame 
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fame time expreffes her conviction of the conftant efficacy 
of his interceffion : But I know, that even now whatfoever 


thou wilt afk of God, God will give it thee, ver. 22. She 
feemed to confine her ideas of the power of Jefus to bodily 


prefence, to divine donation, and to the prevalence of his 
prayers. ‘Therefore, before he would give her any difplay 
of his power, he accounts it neceffary to enlarge and ele- 
vate her ideas concerning it. In order to this, he declares 
his mediatory character, in fuch terms as neceflarily imply 


his original and effential dignity: Z am the refurretion, 


and the life. He alfo fhews that faith is the mean of deri- 
ving life from him, and that he is himfelf the proper ob- 


ject of it : He that believeth in me, though be were dead, yet 
Shall he live, ver. 25. Then he declares the eternity of this 
life; informing Martha that it 1s perpetuated by union to 


him, and by a conftant life of faith in him: And who/fo- 


ever liveth and believeth in me, fhall never die. In addition 
to this, not for his own information, but for her inftruction, 
and for exciting her to the more vigorous exercife of faith, 
he propofes the following queftion; Belzeveft thou this ? 
ver. 26. She teftifies her affent in thefe words, Yea, Lord; 
acknowledging his dominion over her faith ; and alfo fub- 
joining a more particular confeflion of it: I believe that 


thou art the Chrifi, the Son of God, who should come into the 
world. She firft declares her perfuafion of the fovereign 


power of Jefus; and then her faith with refpect to, not on- 
ly his official chara€ter, but his effential dignity and pre. 
exiftence. The connexion between the fimple affirmative 
and the following confeflion, fhews that, in her apprehen- 
fion, believing in him, not merely as the Chrift, but as the 
Son of God, was equivalent to a perfuafion of his being the 
fountain of life-—and having power to communicate, and 
to continue it to eternity. Her faith rifes in its exercife, 


and extends in its views, 1n confequence of the teftimony 
at 
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of the author and finifber of faith. He gave her the moft 


convincing evidence of the truth of what he teltified, wath 
re{pect to himfelf as te refurreciion and the life, by a re- 
newed communication of life to her foul. While he ipoke, 
he fhewed, by the operation of his Spirit, that his words 
were [pirit and life. 

If it did not appear to Jefus that Martha at firft enter- 
tained ideas unworthy of his dignity, why did he exhibit 
himfelf in a fuperior point of view? But while fhe confi- 
ned all his power to donation, did fhe not believe that he 
could obtain any thing from God by prayer? Did the not, 
therefore, think as highly of him as Socinians do? Is there 
one of them who believes that Jefus, in the proper fenfe 
of language, 1s the Life, as having it zm Limfelf, and as ha- 
ving a right to communicate it in a fovereign manner to 
others ? 

That Jefus serformed the miracle recorded in this chap- 
ter, to confirm the faith of Martha and the reft of the dif- 
ciples in himfelf as a divine Perfon, is evident, not only 
from what has been obferved, but from the end which he 
exprefsly propofed in this work. It has been formerly 
feen, that he exhibited the glory of the Son of God as the 
fupreme and ultimate end; faying to the twelve, This fick- 
nefs 1s—for the glory of God, that the Son of God may be 
glorified thereby *. The Son of God was glorified, becaufe 
it appeared in a very ftriking manner, by this miracle, 


that he is that God who quickeneth the dead, and who is the 
object of faith in this character, Rom. iv. 17. that he hath 


not merely power to give life, but that he is t4e fe. This 
was the glory of God which Martha was to fee, 1f fhe con- 
tinued to delzeve ; as our Lord reminds her, when her faith 
began to decline in its exercife, from a confideration of na- 


tural obitacles, ver. 4a. 
5. Lhe 


% See above, p. 413, 414. 
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5. The difciples confefs their Master in this charadler, as 
expreflive of his power over nature, and of his rzght to reli- 
gious wor/bip. On occafion of their deliverance from a 
ftorm, a clufter of miracles is prefented to view. They 
fee Jefus walking on the waters. At his word, Peter does 
the fame. When Jefus enters into the fhip, the wind ceafes 
at once, though boifterous the moment before; and the 
ihip, which was in the midft of the fea, is zmsmediately at 
the land whither they went, Mat. xiv. 24—33. John vi. 21. 
Therefore, with one voice, they fay unto him, Truly thou 
art the Son of God. It cannot reafonably be doubted, that 
they gave him this character, as fignifying their perfuafion 
that he was aidivine Perfon. For all the concomitant cir- 
cumftances fhew, in the cleareft manner, that they formed 
no other opinion. The difciples knew that God alone 
could fuipend the laws of nature. They could not, indeed, 
be ignorant, that he had occafionally employed men as his 
inftruments in this work. But they could never imagine 
that any man could communicate this power to another ; 
and far lefs, that he could communicate it in an authonita- 
tive and abfolute way. They had been witnefles, however, 
of Jefus doing fo. While they hefitated whether it were 
he, whom they faw walking on the fea, or a fpirit; Peter 
propofed this teft of the truth of what his Mafter had faid ; 


Lord, if it be thou, bid me come unto thee on the water. He 
not only gives him a name, 1n its full fenfe, denoting ‘unt- 
verfal dominion; but exprefles his perfuafion that Jefus 
could extend the fame power, 1n its effects, to him alfo, and 
that he could accomplifh this by a word. He craves, that 
this glorious operator would give forth his word of autho- 


‘imty, faying, Command me to come. For the word xerew 


always denotes authority, and fometimes that which 1s ab- 
folute and definitive. Thus it is ufed, Mat. xxvii. 64. with 


re{fpect to the power of Pilate, the Roman Governor, over 
ce aoe. > 
his 
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his foldiers ; Command that the fepulchre be made fure. In 
the fame chapter in which we have an account of the ml- 
racles under confideration, it expreffes the authority of He- 
rod; He commanded the head of John żo be given Der, Ver. Q. 
It is evident that, as foon as Peter received the command 
from his Loid, he confidered it as ¿be word of a king, and 
as conveying power. For he came down out of the Ship. 
His faith refted on the authoritative word of Jefus. Thus 
he gave him the honour that belongs to God only. 

It was genuine faith. For it was the mean of his fup- 
port on the watery element. He walked on the water. 
‘When he began to fink, Chrift does not reprove him for 
trufting in the word of a man like himfelf; which he cer- 
tainly would have done, had this been the cafe. But he 
charges him with trufting too little, and fharply reproves 
him for doubting. Now, what did Peter doubt? Unque- 
ftionably, the power of Chrift’s word of command. There- 
fore, our Saviour blames his difciple for doubting that, 
which it had been his fin to have trufted, had jefus been a 
mere man. He reproves him for what, on this fuppofition, 
mult have been his duty; becaufe it is written, Cur/ed be 
the man that trufteth in man. 


Thofe who were in the fhip acknowledged, in confequence 
of what they had feen, that Jefus was truly the Son of God. 
The word aanwas, rendered ¢tru/y, often denotes the cer- 
tainty of that evidence by which the truth of any thing 1s 
dempnitrated. But it is alfo ufed to fiynify the truth of a 
thing itfelf, with refpect to its eflence. The latter feems 
to be the fenfe here. It is equivalent to their faying ; 
s Thou art the true,” or ‘ proper Son of God.” They 
could have no other meaning. ‘They not only witnefled 
the divine power of his word; but exprefsly declared their 
conviction of this, by joining adoration with their confef- 
fion. They were aflured that God alone treadeth upon the 


Waves 
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waves of the fea, (Job ix. 8.). Therefore, they wor/bipped 
Lim, faying, Of a truth thou art the Son of God. That the 
term ufed denotes religious worfhip, we have elfewhere 
proved 

It alfo appears that the man born blind, whom Jefus re- 
ftored to fight, had fuch a faith in him as the Son of God, 
efpecially in confequence of having the eyes of bis under- 
Standing enlightened, as to account him entitled to religious 


adoration. For when Fefus faid unto bim, Doft thou believe 
ou the Son of God? on the ground of Chrift’s teftimony, 
that it was he who fpoke to him, he replied; Lord, I be- 


lieve, And he worfetpped him, John ix. 35—38. 


CHAP. V. 


Of the Ufe of this Expreffion by the Apoftles and others, after 
the Afcenfon of Fefus. 


\ j TE are now to fhew in what fenfe this character, the 
Son of God, was given to Jefus, after his afcenfion. 


He had promifed to fend the Holy Ghoft, to /ead the dif- 
ciples zzto all truth. He was accordingly fhed forth on the 


day of Pentecoft. It 1s of importance to obferve the con- 
fequence of this effufion. For we are under a neceflity of 
believing, that any former miftakes would henceforth be 
rectified, and that what they underftood imperfectly would 
be clearly revealed. But, inftead of affording any*evi- 


dence that they had formerly underftood the term under 
confideration in too high a fenfe, they confirm that very 
{enfe in which it has been explained, both in their dif- 

courfes, and in their writings. 
1. That they ufedit in a different fenfe from that of either 
of thefe expreflions, Fefus and Chrift, has been already pro- 
ved 
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ved from the fubje&t of Paul’s preaching, Aéts ix. 20. and 
from the Eunuch’s confeffion, chap. viii. 37. 


2. They afcribe to our Lord a fonthip entirely different 
from that of adoption. God fent forth his Son, made of a 
woman, made under the law,—that we might receive the 
adoption of fons, Gal. iv. 4, 5. According to Socinians, 
this ought to have been; ‘* God adopted one, as a Son, to 
“ whom he had no effential relation, that we might receive 


“the fame privilege.” For it feems to be now the gene. 
ral doctrine of thefe writers, that jefus receives this defig. 


nation in the fame refpect as all believers, only with fome 
little difference as to the degree of honour. They agree 
that it is as really adoption with refped& to Chrift, as with 
re{fpect to Chriftians. For they do not apprehend that, by 
nature, they are more alienated from God, than he was. 
But they oppofe the infpired Apoftle. For while he a- 
{cribes the privilege of adoption, as conferred on thofe who 
were morally alienated, to the work of redemption as its 
immediate caufe; he traces it up to the love of God in 
fending a Son, nay, to the dignity of the perfon fent, as 
being 4zs Son. If there be any propriety in the Apoftle’s 
language, Jefus was the Son of God, before he performed 
any part of that work, by which, according to Socinians, 
he entitled himfelf to this dignity. He was not merely the 
Son of God, after he had obeyed, or in obeying the law ; 
but as fent forth, as afluming our nature, as fubmitting to 
the law. The honour of fonfhip, to be procured for others, 
is evidently connected with a dignity (to which it bore 
fome refemblance) proper to the glorious agent, before he 
entered on the work of purchafe. Did not this charatter, 
as applied to Jefus, denote a flate of exiftence eflentially 
fuperior to human birth and legal fubje€lion, there would 


be fomething ridiculous in the language here uled, What- 
ever Socinians may make of that phrafe, mate of a woman, 
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it muft be hard for them to fhew that God could have a 
Son, who fhould be a mere creature, and yet above the 
law. a 

3. Jefus is exhibited as the Son of God, ina fenfe fupe- 
rior to that in which he is the Soz of David. This appears 
from the queftion which he propofed to the Pharifees ; 
What think ye of Chrift ? whofe fon is he? When they an- 
{wered, Of David, he immediately replies, How then doth 
David in fpirit call him Lord?—If David call him Lord, 
how is he his Son ? Mat. xxii. 41.—45- The full defign of 
this queftion we learn from an Apoftle of Jefus Chrift. It 


was undoubtedly meant to exprefs this important doétrine, 
that, although’ made of the feed of David according to the 
fle/o, he was alfo the Son of God according to the [pirit of 


Aolinefs, or his divine nature, Rom. i. 3, 4. Is there not a 
contrait evidently ftated here? And where can it lie, if rt 
be not between the human, and the divine nature of Chrift ? 
If he be called the Soz of David, to which the Apoftle’s 
language, is equivalent, according to the fle/b; unqueftion- 
ably, he 1s not called the Son of God in the fame refpect. 
If the former charaéter engrofs all that pertains to his /le/, 
or human nature ; the latter mutt refer to fomething entire- 
ly different. 

Socinians reply, that the word in-this paflage rendered 
declared, figmifies conftituted. But this fenfe of ogiobevrog 
would deftroy the antithefis evidently ftated between the 
flefo and the /pirit of holinefs. It is confidently aflerted 
that oggw is never ufed, either in ‘the New Teftament or 
elfewhere, as fignifying to declare. But the contrary may 
eafily be evinced. It feems moft natural to underftand it 
in this fenfe, Acts xvir. 31. He hath appointed'a day, in the 
which be will judge the world in righteoufne/s by that man 
whom he hath declared, ‘Sc. The context réquires this 
view. For with.thofe times of tgnorance which God winked 


aby 
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at, the Apoftle contrafts that, in which he fpeaks, asa time 
of far greater light. He proves that it is fo, from this 
very circumftance of God declaring or manifefting Jefus 
Chrift, by his refurrection, as qualified for the work of 
judging the world. It feems alfo to be ufed in this fenfe, 
ver. 26. He hath determined the times before appointed. Tf 


we do not underftand it of declaring, the language 1s tauto- 
logical. 


It is confiderably i in favour of this as the meaning, that, 
in the Old Teftament, God fo frequently appeals to this 
power of declaring future events, as a proof of his deity, in 
oppofition to the idols of the heathen *. One would almoft 
think that, in the paffage laft mentioned, there was a refer- 
ence to the words of God by the prophet; Who, as J,— 
Jhall declare it, and fet it in order for me, Jince I appointed the 
ancient people, and the things that are coming, and fhall 
come? let them fhew unto them? Ifa. xliv. 7. 

This word is ufed by profane writers to denote fuch a 
declaration as implies an accurate and logical definition f. 
Therefore, here it does not fimply fignify that Jefus was 


declared to be the Son of God; but that, by his refurrection, 
he was ftrictly and accurately defined to be his Son, in fuch 


a fenfe as’ could apply to no other f, and fo clearly, that 
none but thofe who were wilfully blind could refufe the 
juttnefs of the charaéter, as applied to him in its proper 
meaning. 

He was thus declared ev dwauei, as exifting in the power 


of God, as effentially poffeffing omnipotence ||. For this is 
often the fenfe of the word, rendered power, when ufed 


abfolutely §, We are not to underftand that expreffion, 
F f 2 the 


* Ifa. xli. 22. xlii. g. xliii. 9. 

+ Wid. Scapul. Lexic. in veib. Wolfi Cur. in loc: 
$ Witf. in Symbol. Ex. 7. f. 12. 

|| Vid. Owen, Vindic. p. 174. 
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the [pirit of holinefs, as denoting the third perfon of the 
adorable Trinity. For it is immediately contrated with 


the human nature of Chrift. According to the /pirit is the 
counterpart of that, according to the fle/o. The former eX- 
preflion muft, therefore, denote fomethin g in refpedt of 
which Jefus is the Son of God, as oppofed to his bein g the 
Son of David. This can only be his divine nature, which 
feems to receive the fame denomination elfewhere. Thus 
it is faid, that be was put to death in the flefb, but quickened 
by the Spirit, 1 Pet. 11. 18. It would appear that, in the 
fame fenfe, he is faid to have offered himfelf without {pot 
unto God, through the eternal Spirit, Heb. ix. 14. We have 
this very contraft diftinctly ftated by the fame infpired 
writer, 2 Tim. iii. 16. God was manifeft in the fle/b, jufti- 
fied in the fpirit. As the fle/o here undoubtedly denotes 
the humanity of Chrift, it is moft natural to underftand 
the Spirit, as denoting his divinity. When the eternal Son 
appeared in the fle/b, his enemies denied that he was God. 
But he was ju/tzfed in his claim of deity, not only by the 
infinite purity *, but by the infinite power of this nature, 
e{pecially as difplayed in his rifing again from the dead. 
The divine nature of Chrift may be called the /pirit of 
holine/s, as he is himfelf defigned the moft holy, or the boly 


of holies, Dan. ix. 24. In this pafflage of Daniel, as Came- 


ro obferves, the boly of bolies is the fubject, and anointing 
the attribute ¢. But it will not be refufed, that this. anoint- 
ing denotes the work of the Holy Ghoft, with refpect to 
Jefus in his mediatory chara&ter. Therefore, he 1s azoznted, 


who was, before, the moft holy. Thus, the latter exprefflion 
muft refer to his divine nature. 
There is the greateft propriety in afcribing the refur- 
rection of Jefus to his own power. Sometimes, indeed, it 
15, 
* Athanaf. de Incarnatione Verbi Dei, Opera, vol. i. p. 592. 
t Opera. p. 28. 


quittal of Jefus from all the demands of the Jaw that he had 
been made under, and the glorious evidence of the perfection 


of his facrifice. But Jefus alfo claims this honour to himfelf, 
as a demonttration of his effential power and glory. De. 
Stroy this temple, he fays, and in three days I will raife it up, 
John 11. 19. Wherefore doth my Father love me, becaife I 
lay down my life, that I might take it again. This could be 
no proper reafon of the Father’s love, unlefs the Son had a 
fovereign authority over his own life. To fhew that this 
is hisgmeaning, he adds; No one (sdsis) taketh tt from me, 
but I lay it down of report : I have power to lay it down, 
and I have power to take it again, John x. 17,18. Hein, 
deed fubjoins; Tors commandment have I recetved of my 
Father. But this no ways refpedcts the origin of his power, 
but the reafon of his exercifing it, (in the ftate of a fer. 
vant voluntarily aflumed) in his dying‘and rifing again. « If 
« Chrift had done no more in the refurrection, than lifted 
‘¢ up hts body, when it was revived, he*had done that 
‘¢ which any other perfon might have done, and fo had 
«& not declared himfelf to be the Son of God with power *.” 
His refurrection, therefore, muft have been fo owing to his 
own power, as infallibly to demonftrate that he was the 
Son of God, of the fame eflence and perfection with the 
Father. | 

But what is the real import of the Socinian dodrine from 
this paflage? It neceflarily fuppofes, that Jefus was made 


the Chri/t, in fome unknown nature, entirely different from 


the human, which is here called the fle/o. It makes the 
Apoftle fay, that Jefus, by his refurrection, was made or 


conftituted the Son of God in power, that is, a Saviour com- 
pletely qualified for the great work entrufted to him; 
while all the circumftances attending his refurreétion 


I f 3 clearly 
# Pearfon on the Cieed, Art. 5. p. 228, 
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clearly fhew that he could. not fave himfelf, that he had no 
power whatfoever, that he was merely paflive in this work. 
According to this luminous :view, the greateft difplay of 
his weakne(s contained the moft illuftrious-evidence of .his 


{trength. - 
4. He is defcribed as a Son,.whofe obedience implied un- 
{peakable condelcenfion. Though be were a Son, yet learned 


he obedience by the things which he fuffered, Heb. v. 8. In 
the preceding context, the infpired writer proves that Jefus 
did not take the honour of the priefthood to himfelf, but 
was lawfully called. Having mentioned it as a qualifica- 
tion requilite in an high prieft, that he can have compaffion, 
ver. 2. as being himfelf compaffed with infirmity ; he fhews 
that Jefus was fubyect to finlefs infirmity, by fpeaking of 
the days of bis fle/b, and of his fevere fufferings during this - 
period; and he declares that, by thefe fufferings, he experi- 
mentally learned all the difficulty of obedience, and there- 
fore, from his own experience, learned to have compaffion. 
Forefeeing an objection from what he had already advan- 


ced, chap. 1. 2. c. 111. 6. concerning the effential glory of 
Chrilt as the Soz of God, he boldly meets 1t. Though he 
were a Son, in fo peculiar a fenfe as to be the brightne/s of 


glory, Sc. yet learned he obedience. The Apoftle does not 
particularly anfwer the objection, knowing that it is vain 
to think of fatisfying thofe who can reply againft God. He 
had alreadv faid enough to fatisfy every fincere believer, 
by fhewing that zz all things it behoved him to be made like 
unto his brethren, chap. 11.147. He had proved that this was 
neceflary for the very end referred to,—that Jefus might 


be a merciful high prieft, that he might learn the difficulty 
of obedience. 


Did the Apoftle mean, that Jefus procured the honour 
of filiation, or of being “ chief among the fons of God,” 3 
the fame kind; there would not be the leaft giny i in 
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the exception. For the whole force of it lies in the fuppo- 
fition, that his fonfhip naturally elevated him above the 
neceflity of obedience. ‘This exception, indeed, would im- 
ply the groffeft impropriety. For his obedience mult be 
confidered as his title to this honour. If Jefus be an adopt- 
ed Son, the language 1s, 1n every point of view, ridiculous. 
Was it any thing {trange for an adopted Son to learn obe- 
dience, or to learn it even by fuffering? Had not Abra- 
ham, and Mofes, and Job done fo? Or was any thing fo 
directly the duty of fuch a fon, as to learn obedience to his 


father ? 
We muft, therefore, underftand the infpired writer as 


{peaking of a fon, who was made under a law, which origi- 
nally had no claim of obedience from him. If it fhould 
be faid that the term Soz is here to be underftood as equi- 
valent to Medzator, then the force of the reafoning would 
be; “ Though he was Mediator, yet he was Mediator.” 
For his work in this character was comprehended in that 
very obedience here deicribed *. 


5. He is declared to be a Son, the mz//ion of whom was 
the greateft manifeftation of the Father’s Jove. God so 


loved the world that he GAVE his only begotten Son, John 


ill. 16. In this was manifefted the love of God toward us, 
becaufe that God SENT his only begotten Son into the world, 
that we might live through him, 1 John iv. 9. It is granted 
that the million of the Son is expretied as the greateft evı- 
dence of love, in connexion with the illuftrious end in view, 
his being a propztiation. But fuch peculiar ttrefs is laid on 
the very fending of this perfon, as to convey the idea of 
his effential dignity. The delivering of one man to death, 


for the benefit of others, would have been no uncommon 
evidence of love from him, who had already given men for 


his church, and people for her life; Egypt for her ranfom, 


Ethiopia and Seba for her, Ifa. xliii. 3, 4- How {mall a 
Ff 4 gift 
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gift for him, before whom the nations are as the drop of a 
bucket and the finall duft of the balance! But fuppofing 
that God had given no greater ranfom ; how could his love 
be fo fignally manifefted by the gtft? Was it fo great a 
matter to fend a mere man wzuto the world of men? 

6. He is a Son poffleffed of power to defroy Satan, and 
manifefted for this end. For this purpofe the Son of God 
was manifefted, that he might deftroy the works of the Devil, 
I John in. 8. The fame truth is otherwife éxprefled, 
ver. ç. Ye know that he was manifefied to take away our fins. 
Satan, being the ruler of the darkne/s of this world, mutt 
be ftronger than mere man. Indeed, the language uled by | 
John implies, that no one had been able to deftroy Satan’s 
works, before the appearance of the Son of God. Even he 
could not do fo, but by taking away our fins. That this 
denotes a real deliverance from the guilt and dominion of 
fin, is clear, not only from the language here ufed, but from 
the general tenor of feriptural dottrine. The ftrong man 
could be /pozled, only by the ffronger, Luke xi. 22. And 
he fpoiled him, when be bim/felf bare our fins in bis own 
body on the tree.—For this purpofe the Son of God was ma- 
nifefted. This language, if it mean any thing, certainly im- 
plies an exiftence, as the Son of God, previous to his mani- 
feftation in this charaéter. How could the Son of God be 
manifefted, had he not been the Son of God before this 
manifeftation ? 
= Dr P. when confidering a text In which the fame term 
is ufed, 1 Tim. in. 16. God was manifeft in the fte/b, in- 
forms us that “ it is literally true, that God was manifeft 
‘in the fleth of Chrift,” meaning that the perfedtions of 
God, were “ confpicuous in him*.” But the Apoftle’s 
language does not merely imply that the perfections of the 


Father were manifeft in Chrift; but that his own were ma- 


nifefted 
¥ Famil. Illuftr. p. 38, 39. 
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nifefted as divine. Whatever thefe words fignify, God 


epavepuin, was manifest in the fle/b, is contained in the fol- 


lowing, Zhe Son of God tpavepw, was manifefled. All the 


difference is, that in the latter phrafe the manifeftation 1s 
reftricted to a perfon. 


“ It was with the greateft propriety,” our author obferves, 
“ that our Lord faid, John vii. 19. If ye bad known me, ye 
“ would bave known my Father alfo, the wildom and power 
“ of God being con{picuous in him *.” But why w:/dom and 
power only ? Why do Socinians, even on their own princi- 
ples, as to the manifeftation of God, confine it to thefe two 
perfections? Are thefe the only perfections of the divine na- 
ture? This they will notaffert. But it would feem, they were 
the only perfections manifefted in Jefus. If fo, God was not 


manifelted in him. He could not fay, with any propriety, 
Tf ye had known me, ye fhould have known my Father alfo. 
For, even among men, a perfon is not known by one or 
two features in his charatter. The whole muft be viewed. 
Much more is this neceffary with refpe&t to God, the 
knowledge of whom 1s infinitely more difficult. 

But the Dottor adds; “ They who will have this text 
“to be a proof of the Godhead of Chrift, muft fuppofe 
“ him to be the Father, or the firft Perfon in the Trinity, 


“and not the Soz, or the fecond.” What a filly fophifm ° 
The text muft prove more than is meant, that, if poflible, 


it may prove nothing. Itis evidently meant to declare a 
famenefs of nature and perfectons. But becaufe this is 


more than is wifhed, it muft prove a famenefs of perfon. 
Had Dr P. attended to the particle a//o, which marks a 


diftinétion of perfons, he muft have blufhed at his own rea- 
foning. 

”. He 1s a Son that could be the Savrour of loft man. 
The Father fent the Son to be the Saviour of the world, 


1 John iv. 14. But God claims the work of falvation as 
T his 
* Ibid. 
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his prerogative::! I; even 1, am JENovan; and befide me there 
js no Saviour, Ifa. xlni: 11. Nay, he refers to his work of 
falvation -as:the proof -of his deity : -There 2s no God elje 
befide me, a-juft- God, and a Saviour; there is none befide 
me, Ifa. xlv. 21. Thou fhalt know no God but me, FOR 
there is no Saviour befide me, Hof. xiii. 4.’ It is vain to 
fay, that God’ employed ʻa man-as his inftrument in the 
work of falvation. For while his. language excludes the 
idea of the delegation-of this work-to a creature, we cer- © 
tainly know that, whatever the work of :falvation was, 
‘Jefus was not employed as an-inftrument.: For -he fays, 
Mine own arm brought: falvation unto me, lfa. lxii. 5. If 
a mere man, this language was rebellion againft God. He 
had ftill taught his people that ıt would be vaunting them- 


felves againft him, if they fhould fay, Mine own hand hath 
faved me, Judg. vi. 2. But Jefus Azs own felf bare our fins, 
1 Pet. 11. 24. By himfelf be purged our fins, Heb. 1. 3. 
And undoubtedly this language denotes fupreme agency in 
the new creation, as much as that refpecting the old; I am 
JEHOVAH, z--that firetcheth forth the heavens ALONE, and 
fpreadeth abroad the earth BY MYSELF, Ifa. xliv. 24. 

But the miffion of a Saviour is not what John princi- 


pally urges in this paflage. It is the million of the Son of 
God for accomplhihing the work of falvation. This he de- 


clares to be the great matter of the conviction and teft- 
mony of the minifters of Jefus: We have feen, and do tef- 
tify, that the Father fent the Son. This is clearly the fcope. 
For the Apoftle’s immediate fubject is brotherly love. 
This he recommends, not principally from the contidera- 
tion of God giving a Saviour, but from that of the Father 
fending his Son in this character. Therefore, he 1mmedi- 
ately adds a declaration of the neceflity and bleflednefs of 


confeliing Jefus as a Divine Perfon: Whofoever /hall con- 
2 fefs 
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fefsthat Fefus is the Son of God, God dwelleth in bim, and 
he ın God, ver. 15. . 


8. He is a Son, who’ could be appointed, or cof ftituted r 
heir of all things, Heb. i. 2. When this language is ufed, 
our Lord is undoubtedly pointed out in his mediatorial cha. 
raćter : for in this refpect alone could he receive an ap. 


pointment. ` But the appointment is fuch; as not merely 
to imply real poffeflion, but fo extenfive a poffeffion as is 


totally incompatible with the ftate of a creature. 4/7 
things, faith Chrift, are delivered unto me of my Father, 
Mat. xı. 27. All power is given unto mein heaven and in 
earth, chap. xxviii. 18. He is Lord, both of the dead und 
of the living, Rom. xiv.g. Angels and devils, faints and 
finners, are under his dominion. The management of the 
church is wholly in his hand. All gifts and graces are at 
his difpofal. Glory itfelf muft be conferred by him. All 
the kingdoms of this world are put under his feet. Uni- 
verfal nature acknowledges his fovereignty. All judgment, 
whether in the prefent {tate or at the laft day, is committed 
to him, John v. 22. And is a mere man, is any creature, 
capable of fuch a truft ? 

“ It muft be fo;” replies the Socinian, “ For the in{pt- 
‘¢red writer aflures us that all this power is delegated.” 
Let us hear our author. ‘ It is plain from this paffage,’’ 
he fays, ‘* that whatever Chrift is, he is by divine appoint- 
“ ment;—whom he appointed heir of all things*. But 
Nocinians are refolved to reckon it abfurd, that a perfon, 
to whom divine powers effentially belong, fhould on a- 
ny account whatfoever voluntarily fubmit to an appoint- 
ment to difcharge thefe in an inferior nature aflumed 
by him: while they find no difficulty in conceiving, that 
one effentially poflefling no other powers than the human 


fhould be exalted to the full exercife of thofe that are di- 


vine. 
* Famil. Illuftr. p. 35. 
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vine. They refufe to believe that he, who was zz the form 


of God, could take on himfelf the form of a fervant. But 
they find it perfectly eafy to believe, however ftrange the 


inverfion, that he who is efflentially zx the form of a fer- 
vant, may take on himfelf the form of God. 

It may be faid, that “ great as the powers are, which the 
‘‘-fcripture afcribes to Jefus, there 1s nothing inconceivable 
“in their being poflefled by a mere man; if God, to 
“ whom all things are poflible, be pleafed to communicate 


“them.” But nothing is poflible to God, which implies a 
denial of his own nature. Sound reafon can never admit 


the creation of a God, or the deification of a man, into 
the lift of poflibilities. It rejects the idea of either, as a- 
theiftical. For he who can deny or dethrone himfelf, is 
not God. 

But in the context, the Apoftle clearly fhews, that the ef- 
{ential dignity of the Son is the primary foundation of his 
mediatory honour and truft, as þeir of all things. For he 
immediately declares his glory as Creator; and having 
faid, that be fut down on the right hand of the Majefty on 
high, proceeds to affign the following reafon for this pecu- 
liar exaltation: Bering made fo much better than the angels, 
as he hath by inheritance obtained a more excellent name than 
they, ver. 4. This is generally underftood as wholly refer- 
ring to the mediatory ftate of Jefus; and not without ap- 
parent ground, as there is a repetition of the allufion to an 
earthly inheritance. But it feems more natural to under- 
ftand the laft reference as expreflive of the effential digni. 
ty of Jefus. Thus the apoftle declares, that Jefus as far 
excels angels, even in his mediatory character, as he does 
in that name which he effentially inherits *. And what is 
this? We are immediately informed, that he is called the - 


Son, and the fir/t-begotten, ver. 5, 6. whereas thefe exalted 
| creatures 


# This is certainly the proper force of rorvre and erw in connexion. 
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creatures are, in their higheft character, only meffengers and 


minifters, ver. Je He is begotten; but they are made. Al. 
though there is a repeated allufion to an inheritance, yet 
the language is different. In the firft inftance, the Son is 
faid to be appointed or conftituted berr: but in the fecond, 
it is fimply affirmed that he HEXANDOVOLNKEY, hath inberited a 
more excellent name. The inf{pired writer feems to exhibit 
the Son, firít as an appointed, and then as a natural heir; 
as he means to fhew that the latter is the foundation of 
the former. In this view, his language exactly corre. 
{ponds with the teftimony of the Baptit, He that cometh 
after me is preferred before me, for be was before me, John 
l> 15. 

g. Jefus is fo the Son of God, that he could be the Crca_ 
tor. God hath /poken by the Son, whom be appointed beir of 
all things, by whom alfo be made the worlds, Heb. 1. 1, 2. 
Dr P. obferves, that “ the doctrine of Chrift having made the 
“ world, is not exprefled by any of the apoftles in a man. 
“ner fo definite and clear, or fo repeatedly, as its magni. 
“ tude naturally required. For the paflages in their wri. 
“ tings from which it has been inferred that they held this 
“ opinion, are very few *.? Will our author pleafe to in- 
form us, how many paflages would have been neceflary, as 
a proper foundation for faith, on a fubyect of this kind? 
He grants that there are four which are underftood in this 
fenfe. And thefe, if clear, are as good as four hundred. 
But this is the rub. They “ are by no means clear and 
‘‘exprefs to the purpofe. Had this doctrine,” he fays, 


s been true, being of fo extraordinary a nature, and fo 
‘‘ much unlike to any thing that Jews or Chriftians 


‘‘ had been taught before, it would, no doubt, when it was 
“« firft promulgated, have been delivered with the greatcf 
« diftinctnefs, fo as to leave no uncertainty with refpect to 
« it}. But our author begs one queftion in order to prove 


another. 
* Ear. Op. Yol I. p. 63. t Ibid. p. 64. 
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another. He takes it fot granted, that the Jews had no 
idea that the world was made by the perfunal Word of 
God. ' That this doctrine was believed by them, has been 
already ‘fhewn. Therefore, every argument that proved 
the pre-exiftence of Jefus as the perfonal Logos, was a 
proof of his being the Creator. Befides, the whole doc- 
trine of the apoftles; concerning the new creation, which 
they afcribed to him, was a more direét and feafonable 1. 
luftration of his’ deity, than any other could have been. 
For during a long fucceflion of ages, the’ Jews had been 
taught to expect this as a divine work; and it was emi- 
nently the work of that age in which the apoftles wrote. 
I may add, that this ,;work was not fimply prediéted as 
divine; but {till appealed to by JE HOVAH, as the great proot 
of the truth of that revelation which he had given of him- 
felf, and as bearing fuch characters as would infallibly de- 
monftrate the fupreme deity of the immediate agent. `+ 
With refpect to the language of the epiftle, our author | 
obferves, that ‘in this paffage it 1s evident, that it was not 
“the object of the writer to make an exprefs aflertion 
“ concerning the making of the world by Chrift, fo as to 
‘¢ exhibit it as an article of any confequence. He was af- 
« {erting fomething elfe: and what he does fay on the fub- 
«sect is only one incidental circumftance, among feveral o- 
‘¢thers *.” Our author cannot deny, however much in- 
clined to it, that the a/fertzon is exprefse But he makes a 
feeble attempt to get free of it, by pretending that it Js 
not exhibited as an article of any confequence. Why then 
has it a place in the language of infpiration? Is any thing 
of no confequence, that the Spirit faith unto the churches? 
He interprets the language, as we fhall afterwards fee, with 
refpect to the zew creation. What then 1s the amount of 
his objection? That the whole of Chrifl’s work, even as 
to falvation, is of no: confequence. For furely, the fenfe 


ttt 
* Ear. Op. Vol. I. p. 67. 
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in which this article is underftood cannot alter its impor- 
tance. This, it feems, muft be judged of entirely by the 
manner of its introduction. And it is mtroduced merely 
as an zucidental circumflance. If the affertion be of no 
confequence with refpect to the o//, it can be of as little 
with refpect to the mew creation. It 1s equally incidental 
as to either. Whatever thefe worlds be, nothing more is 
faid of the making of them. What is the plain meaning 
of this, but that it is not of any confequence to the church 
whether Chrift made the worlds in any fenfe; that is, 
whether he was a saviour or not? Here, indeed, we 
have a very honeft acknowledgment of the genuine fpirit 
of the Socinian doctrine. 

He adds; “ Befides, nothing is here faid, or intimated, 
“ about Chrift making the materzal worlds, for it is only 
“ faid that he made the ages (aiwves) and the all things 
“ here mentioned evidently means all things relating to a 
“s particular object, vzg. the miffion of Chrift, and not all 
‘¢ the works of nature *.”’ But it is to beg the queftion a 
fecond time, to fay that by aX things we are to underfland 
only pme things. Although aovas were meant in our au- 
thor’s fenfe, this term could not limit the preceding decla- 
ration, but only denote a part of the aX things previoully 
mentioned. The Doctor gives his view of the phrafe more 


clearly in another place. By ages he underftands “ the 
¢ prefent difpenfation of God’s government over mankind, 
‘¢ which is eftablifhed by the golpel, the admuiniftration of 
« which is committed to the Son +.” 

But if the ages mean a di/penfation only, and if the all 
things are to be reftricted by this fenfe, Jefus is not an berr, 
but merely a fteward. So far is he from being beir of all 
things, that he is not heir of any thing. This frivolous 
exception hath been removed an hundred times already: 


Jt hath been fhewn, that the term awy is never ufed abfu- 
lurely, 
“ Ib. p. 67. t Fam, Liafte m 3z. 
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lutely, as denoting the gofpel-ftate; but that, in this fenfe, 
It is always connected with fome other term, as merru, 
chap. vi. 5.; and that this difpenfation 1s no where faid to 
be made. The {cope of the writer alfo oppofes this fenfe. 
For, having afferted that the Son is appointed heir, he pro- 
ceeds to 1lluftrate the propriety of this difpenfation, by de- 
claring his creative power. He was fully qualified to be 
heir of all, who had given being to all. Befides, he goes 
on to affert that the Son upholdeth all things. This decla- 
ration exactly correfponds with what has been already 


mentioned. He alone can uphold, who hath created. 

It is certainly neceflary for Dr P. to fhew how a fingle 
difpenfation can be called the ages. If the mere ftate of 
the church or world were meant by this term, ıt would 
undoubtedly include the Jewifh, as well as the Chriftian, 
difpenfation. The fucceffion of ages to come cannot help 
our author. For the language ref{pects the paft, and not 
the future : He made. I fhall only add, that the fame word 
occurs in this epiftle, where there can be no doubt that the 
firft creation is meant : Through faith we underftand that 


(ts; aswvas) the worlds were framed by the word of God, 
chap. X1. 3. 

The fame work is afcribed to the Son in another paf- 
fage ;—Who ts the image of the invifible God, the firft-born 
of every creature. For by him were all things created, that 
are in heaven, and that are in earth, vifible and invifible, 
whether they be thrones or dominions, or principalities, or 
powers: all things were created by him, and for him; and 


he is before all things, and by him all things confift ; and he 
1s the head of the body, the church, &c. Col,1. 15. 16. “ On 
“ this paflage,’’ according to our author, “ it is obvious to 
“ remark, that the things which Chrift is faid to have 
‘¢ made are not the heavens or the earth, but fome things 


“ that were zz the heavens, and za the earth*.” Ifhe 
made 


* Ear. Op. vol. i. p. 66. 
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made all the inhabitants, it 1s natural to fuppofe that he 
made the habitations alfo. But by aV things that are, Dr 
P. underftands only /ome things that were, in heaven and 
in earth. For the mode of expreffion leaves the reader 
uncertain, whether he means that they are {till there, or’ 
not. ‘* Thefe,” he fays, ‘ were not natural objects, fuch: 
as ftars or planets, trees or animals, Wc. but the creation, 
* or eftablifhment, of fuch things as thrones or dominions,” 
There feems to be ftill an abfolute chaos in our author’s 
brain, with refpeét to this fubjeét. He can find nothing 
incidental here. But the doctrine is by no means definite 
and clear. He can fafely tell you what thefe things are 
not; but though they are a things in heaven and in earth, 
he cannot venture to fay what they are. They are, indeed, 
“ fuch things as thrones and dominions.” Dut he fo great- 
ly venerates Juch things as thefe, that he dares not at- 
tempt to defcribe them. Does he really mean, that al? 
things, whether in heaven or in earth, are thrones and do- 
minions, or {uch things as thefe? No. He only means that 
thefe are the only things that are created, that 1s, eftablifh- 
ed. For this, he adds, may ‘ therefore be naturally inter- 
“ preted as referring to fome exercife of that power in 
“ beaven and in earth, which Chrift fays was given to him 
He fuppofes fo at leaft, from the 


È 


“ after his refurrection. 
fimilarity of found. For he will not attempt to give the 
fenfe. He is quite a ftranger to this exercie, though by 
the Apoftle called a creaticn, and extended to all things. 
The reader will therefore pleafe to confider it as od- 
vious, that by all things he ought to underftand /ome only 3 
and by the creation of all things, the effablr/oment of fome 
things, or at lealt, /ome exerci/e that may peradventure bear 
this name. But he mutt beware of afking, what this crea- 
tion or eftablifhment is. For our author can hardly ha- 


zard a conjecture as to the things faid, or {uppofed, to be 
VoL. I. Gg eftablifhed. 
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eftablifhed. One thing, however, he can venture to affert ; 
that the making of a ¢ree 1s too great a work for the Sa- 
viour. 

But his ideas on this fubject do not feem to have been 
fo dark, when engaged in slu/ftrating fome paflages of 
{cripture. ‘* By creation,” he fays, ‘‘ we are to underftand 
“ the new creation, or renovation, in which fenfe the fame 
“ word is ufed by the Apoftle, Eph. ii. ro. We are bis 
““workmanfhip, created in Chrift Fefus unto good works. 

«s So great a change is produced in the world, in the tem- 
‘ pers and conduct of men by the. gofpel, that both the 
“ terms' creatzon and regeneration are made ufe of to ex- 
“ prefs it *,” 

We are far from wifhing to deny, that the change effe¢t- 
ed by the gofpel is called a creation. But, of all men, So. 
cinians plead this application of the term with the worft 
grace.” For they afcribe fo’ little agency to Jefus, :in the 
work of the:new creation, as to bring difcredit on the Spi- 
rit of infpiration for ufing fo emphatic a term. Did they 
underftand 1t in its proper fenfe, when applied to the go- 
fpėl; did -they really afcribe to the Son of God that ex- 
ceeding greatnefs of power required in the new creation ; 
they could not hefitate to acknowledge his fupreme agency 
in the old. | 

Dr P. refers to feveral pafiages of {cripture, in order to 
prove that the effect of the gofpel is called a new creation. 
But where this is the cafe, there is undoubted evidence, 
and generally from the ufe of diftinctive terms, that the 
new is meant. This is undeniable as to all the paflages 
referred to. In Eph. 1. 10. we read of a mew man ; in 
2 Cor. v. 17. of a znew creature; in Ifa. lxv. 17. of a new 
heaven, and a zew earth. But in the paflage immediately 
under confideration, creation 1s {poken of abfolutely. 


+e 
* Fam, Hutt. p. 43. 
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The Doétor, indeed, feems to be confcious that, accord- 
ing to his fyftem, the ufe of this term, with refpe& to the 
go{pel, may appear fomewhat unnatural. Therefore, he 
is at pains to provide an apology for the language of the 


Holy Ghoft. But fome may be apt to think that the bu- 
finefs is “ worfe for mending.” ‘* We {hall fee lefs ar/b- 


“ nefs, he fays, in this figure (for it feems, it is Aar/h at 
“ bet) when we confider that what 1s called the Mo/arc 
“ ¢reation was probably fimilar to this; fince for any thing 
“ we know, it was only the re-making or re-con/ftituting 
“ of the world, out of a former chaos.” Whether this 
doctrine affords any inlet to Deifm, or to fomething worfe, 
let the Chriftian reader judge. It has hitherto been thought 
by the weaker part of mankind, that creation, in the {trict 
fenfe of the word, was the calling of things that be not, as 
though they were; and that God created the heavens, and 
the earth, zz the beginning. On the ground of our author’s 
fuppofition, it may with equal propriety be dented that 


the world had any beginning. For an Atheift might fay 
to him; “ If you grant that what is called the Mo/fuic cre- 
« ation’ Was not the origin of all things, what other will 


‘ you fixon? Your pretended revelation forfakes you, from 
« the moment that you renounce the Mofaic æra.” What- 


ever Dr P. dnows with refpect to this creation, the church 


of Chrift has ftill known, and underftood, through faith, 
that the worlds were /o framed by the word of God, that 


things which are feen were not made of things which do ap- 
pear, Heb. xi. 3. and therefore not of any pre-exiltent 
chaos. For this could not have been invifible. This fra- 
ming of the worlds muft neceffarily be that defcribed by 
Mofes. For ıt could not otherwife be underftood through 
faith; becaufe faith reaches no farther than a divine tefti- 
mony. But in our enlightened age, even fome who pro- 


fefs Chriftianity reckon it far more fafe to truft to the pe- 
Geg2 netrating 
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netrating eye of philofophy, than to the feeble eye of 
faith. : 

Our author, however, will find it hard to ogari his ky- 
pothefis, as to the meaning of the paffage before us, even 
with the aid of atheiftical fuppofition. For the connexion 
of the Apoftle’s language clearly ihews, that he here {peaks 
of the firit creation. He afferts that God’s dear Son 1s the 
Jirft begotten of all creation. Whether we view this ‘phrafe 
as fignifying that he was begotten before all creatures, and 
thus as expreffive of his effential dignity ; or as denoting 
his mediatorial ‘authority over all, by an allufion to the 
right of primogeniture ;‘the inference is the fame, For it 
immediately follows; For by him were all things created. 
Js it inquired, why.the Son 1s faid to be begotten before all 
creatures? The reafon is, Becaufe (ort) by bim, all things 
were created. Or, why he is Lord of all. The anfwer is 
the fame. He has an original and effential -right.to this 
dignity. His right.of dominion is evidently confidered as 
commenturate with his agency in creation: and the latter 
is mentioned as ‘the primary foundation of the former. 
This manner of reafoning was perfectly familiar to God’s 
ancient church: Tle earth ts the Lord’s,.and the fulluefs 
thereof; the world and they that dwell therein. For be 
hath founded tt,----and eftablif/bed it, Pial. xxiv. 1,2. 

The extent of the work afcribed to the Son, clearly , 
fhews that the firft creation is meant. By him, all things 


were created, that are in heaven, and that are in earth, vtft- 
ble or invifible. But Dr P. informs us, that “ when all 
“ things are faid to be created by Chriit,----nothing can be 
“meant but fuch things as can properly come under his 
“ government as the Mefliah, and be fubfervient to him 
“in the conduét of it, including probably the vz/b/e powers 
‘and kingdoms of this world, and the zavz/6/e adminutra- 
“tion of angels *.”’ But this 1s evidently putting darknefs 


for 
* Ibid. 
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for light. For.nothing can be more plain, than that the 
Apoftle’s language refpects neither the vifible nor in- 
vilible adminiftration of the powers mentioned, but the 
vilible and invifible miniflers them/felves; not their fubfer- 
viency to the kingdom of the Mefhah, but their very exi- 
ftence. The Doctor wihes it to appear, that the language of 
this place does not refpect per/fons, but only the ftations oc- 
cupted by them. But the fame terms, in other paflages, 
undoubtedly denote perfons, and can bear no other meaning. 
Is it the angelic model of government in the abftract that 
the fame Apoftle intends, when he declares that the mani- 
fold Wifdom of God 1s made known to the principalities and 
powers in heavenly places? Eph. ui. 10. When he fays, We 
wwreftle—againft principalities and powers, does he not mean 
the rulers themfelves, the rulers of the darknefs of this 
world? vi. 12. Or can his language bear any other fenfe, 
When he tells us, in that very epiftle in which he afcribes 
the creation of thefe to Chrif, that he /pozled principalities 
and powers, and made a fhew of them openly ? chap. Il. 15. 
It was common with the ancient Jewilh writers to call the 
Gill’s 
view of the paflage feems very natural. “ The Apottle’s 
s fenfe is, that the angels, the invifible inhabitants of the up- 
« per world, are all created by Chrift, let them be called by 
« what name they will, that the Jews, or the falfe teachers, 
“or any fort of heretics of thofe times thought fit to give 


angels, or at leaft one order of them, thrones *. 


« them, whether they called them throzes, or dominions, 
“ 8ce t.” 

It feems to have been cuftomary with the Jews, at the 
time that the Apoftle wrote, to diftinguifh al!l created things 
in the way he does in this pafluge. What he afcribes to 
Chrift with refpect to creation, Philo afcribes to the Lord the 
Archangel with refpect to government. “ For it muft be 
« under{tood,” he fays, « that as a charioteer, or as a pilot, 

Ge3 he 


4 Sepher Jetzra Zihzone Zshar, Sc. fee Gii! on the place. t Iba. 
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‘he who is prefides over bodies and fouls, and every li- 
« ving thing, over minds and angels, over earth, air and 
‘heaven, over fenfible powers, over invifible natures, over 
“ all things unfeen and feen *.” 

But although the term a// were limited to “ fuch things 
‘as can properly come under Chrift’s government as the 
« Meffiah ;” if the language of this paflage denote the zew 
creation, or renovation, our author’s view 1s clogged with 
abfurdity. For it muft follow that all /uch things were 
created anew. Therefore, as devils themfelves are fub- 
jected to this government, they muft be confidered as re- 
made, that is, renewed by Chrift Jefus. 

« And therefore,” our author adds, “ the Apoftle, with 
‘‘ great propriety concludes and fums up the whole of 
“ Chrifl’s authority, by faying that he zs the head of the 
“body the church.” Why “ with great propriety ?’. Be- 
caufe, forfooth, “ nothing can be meant,” but what our mo- 
dern divine thinks proper. According to his plan of in- 
terpretation, “ Chrift’s authority would, indeed, be eafily 
“fummed-up;” and there could be no fecurity that it 
would not foon come to a couclufion. But before our au- 
thor can fhew ‘that, in his fenfe, “ the Apoftle fums up 
“the whole of Chrift’s authority,” he muft prove that 
thrones and dominions, principalities and powers, are a.part 
ef Chrift’s body the church. However, inftead of /umming 
xp, the Apoftle evidently proceeds to another fubject. 

In the three preceding verfes, he has declared the efen- 
tial glory of the Saviour: For it feems moft natural to un- 
derftand that expreflion, the firft born of every, creature, of 

2 his 


* Euyvut St TO ovap, esnprymevov ETI THE KAIMAKOS TOV ap YaAyyEroV 
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his pre-exiftence. Now, he lluftrates the glory of Chrift as 
Mediator. He firft declares his authority in general, as 
reaching to every creature ; then more particularly, as re- 
{pecting the fubjects of the new creation. 


That the Apoftle makes a tranfition from the divine to 
the mediatory character of Jefus, 1s evident from various 


confiderations. In the preceding verfe, he had afferted the 
priority of Chrift to all creatures: And he is before all 
things *. Dr P. however, denies that this is the fenfe. 
“ Before,” he fays, “ often fignifies before in point of rank, 


“and pre-eminence, and not in point of tzme; fo that when 


“ Chrift is faid to be before all things, the meaning is, that 
“ he 1s the chief, or moft excellent of all.” For this we have 


only our author’s bare affertion. He does not produce a 
fingle paflage in proof of it; and, as would feem, fora 
very good reafon: for we do not know of one that could 
be tortured into this form. Obferve, how well his view 
agrees with the tenor of the paflage. For, according to it, 
there 1s the clofeft connexion between the feventeenth and 
eighteenth verfes ; as both refpecting the fame fubject. He 
ts before all things in point of pre-eminence,—that in all 
things be might have the pre-eminence. 

The afcription of providence to the Son, in the preced- 
ing verfe, 1s another proof that the Apoftle changes his 
fubyect. By him, he fays, all things confifl, ver. 17. The 
Doétor remarks on this claufe; ‘© When it is faid that rz 
“him all things confift, we are to underftand that in him 
«all things are completed, and compacted; fince the Chri- 
“ ftian difpenfation is the laft, completing one great and re- 
‘ gular {cheme of revelation, continually advancing from 
“the more imperfect to the more perfe@ ¢.” But the all 
things here mentioned, muft be the fame as in ver. 16. 
Thefe our author has underftood to be “ the powers and 


‘¢ kingdoms of this world, and the adminiultration of angels.” 


Gg 4 I 
# Ver. 17. t Ibid. 
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I would wilh to know, how the kingdoms of this world 
are “ completed and compatted” in the Son of God. It 
has been feen that devils are among the things invefible. It 
may, therefore, be alfo neceflary to inform us, how they 


receive their completion | in him. 
The change of fubject is further evident from the new 


character introduced by the Apoftle, ver. 18. The firft 
begotten from the dead. He contrafts this character of 


Jefus as Mediator with what-he had afcribed to him as 


the Son,----the firft begotten of all creation, ver. 15. If 
the {ubject be the fame, the Apoftle is chargeable with a 


vain repetition, when he {peaks of Chrift’s reconciling all 
things to himfelf, whether they be things in earth, or things 
ın heaven, ver. 19. For the term reconciling properly de- 
notes the work of the zew creation; and according to Dr 
P.’s view, muft convey the fame idea as that in ver. 16. 
By him were all things created, that are in heaven, and that 
are in earth. 

If this paflage does not refpect creation in‘a literal fenfe, 
it will {carcely be poflible to fix on any other, referring to 
this work, which may not, by the fame lawlefs ingenuity, 
be wrefted from its natural meaning. The Dottcr hag 
materially acknowledged this, and given us a cue. When it 


is faid, Iz the beginning God created the heavens and the 
earth, he who pleafes may underftand this language as 
meaning nothing more than that they were re-made, re- 
conftituted, or new-modelled. By the way, I fhould like to 
know, 1f all the hoft of them (Gen. il. 1.) are to be confi- 


dered as the fubjeéts of a fimilar renovation. 

But Dr P., even according to his ftrange interpretation, 
{till grants too much to the Son of God. Heis under a 
neceflity of acknowledging that all things were made for 
bim as Mefhah*. But that of being the final caufe of any of 
the works of God, 1s too great an honour for any creature. 


This 
* Ver. 16. 
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This belongs to God only. For he hath made all things 

for. bimfelf. For his pleasure they are, and were, created. 
Therefore, he, who 1s the Meffiah, muift be a divine Per- 
fon: otherwife, God gives his glory to another. 

to. Jefus is declared to be a Son who zs the brightne/s of 
glory, and the exprefs image of his Father’s perfon, Heb. 
1.3. It being the great defign of the infpired writer to 
the Hebrews, to turn the attention of that people from the 
type to the antitype; in the firft expreflion, he feems to 
allude to the cloud of glory which covered the mercy- 
feat. This was the principal fymbol of the prefence of 
God in his church, the viftble manifeftation of his glory. 
Therefore the Godman is, with peculiar propriety, called 
the brightnefs of glory. Thus, the Jews arc taught that he 
is the true Shechinah, who had formerly dwelt, 1n a typical 
manner, among his people, manifefting to them the glory 
of the divine nature, in its relation to a work of grace. 

He is alfo defigned the expre/s image of hrs, that is, the 
Father’s perfon, Whatever be the particular allufion here, 
the language denotes that Jefus eflentially pofletles all di- 
vine perfections; and that he mantfefts all thefe to men. 


He is fo the image of the ivifible God, Col.1. 15. that the 
light of the knowledge of the glory of God ìs in his face or 
perfon, 2 Cor. iv. 6. Dr P. aflerts that all thefe expret- 
fions * allude to the divine power and wifdom which were 
“ difplayed in” Chriit, ‘ when he was on earth, but more 
‘‘ e{pecially now that he is afccnded into heaven. At the 
« fame ume,” he fays, “ Chrilt being called only the zmage 
« of God, is a fufħcient intimation that he is not God him- 
« felf* The laft affertion is true in the fcriptural fenfe. 


The Son is not the Father. But it has formerly been 

feen, that the term God 13 often ufed diitinétively, to denote 

the firit Perfon; as the term Lord, to denote the fecond. 

Therefore, ıt may be faid with equa: propriety, that Geul 1: 

not the Lord, becaufe Chrif is fo. But 
* Pail, Ulufr. p. 23. 
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But the Door adds; “ Indeed, if this expreflion was 
“ to be allowed to be any proof of the divinity of Chrift, 
“it would follow that Adam was God.” This is one of 
thefe hard fpeeches which the Lord will judge. Itis not 
only impious, but futile. Our author pretends to found 
this obfervation on thefe words, Gen. 1. 26, 27. God made 
man in bis own image, and after his likene/s. But this lan- 
guage concerning Adam, 1s very different from that ufed 
with refpect to our Lord. Adam was formed zz the image 
of God. Chrift is the image of God. Adam was made, 
Chrift begotten. Adam is fpoken of as the image of an 
image ; Chrift, as the image of a Perfon. 

Socinians themfelves virtually grant the vanity of what 
is alleged by the Doctor. For while they confine the di- 
vine image, ın which man was created, to dominion over 
the creatures, they find it neceflary to enlarge their ideas 
with refpect to Chrift. They acknowledge that “ divine 
power and wifdom were difplayed in him.” The image 
of God, as communicated to Adam, efpecially confifted in 
knowledge, righteoufnefs and holinefs, Col. iii. 10. Eph. 1v. 
24. But Jefus is the expre/s image of the Father’s perfon, as. 
pofleffing -all perfection. For if Jefus hath not all divine 
perfection, he is falfely called the charaéter of a divine 


perfon. If he hath, he 1s himfelf God; or that queftion 
can no longer be propofed, To whom will ye liken me, and 
make me equal, and compare me, that we may be like? Ifa. 
xlvi. 5. For in this cafe, a creature might be God’s equal, 
to whom he might be ftriftly likened. 


But the language ufed in the paflage before us cannot 
apply to any creature, however exalted. For, in the firft 
place, the glory here meant 1s undoubtedly that of God. 
Now, he, who is the brightne/s of glory, muft poflefs all 
that glory which is eflential to him whom he reprefents. 
This expreffion does not figaify a reflection, or fecondary 


manifeltation 
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manifeftation of a borrowed fplendor, but that very 
{plendor which belongs to the glorious obje¢t; as that 
of the fun, who is feen by his own light. Secondly, 
Whofloever is the expre/s image of a perfon, muft reprefent 


the nature and all the perfections of.that perfon. We 
have no right to confine the language to “ power and 
or any particular attribute. For it has no li- 


mitation. It is generally thought that the term xacaxtne 


refers to the impreffion made by a feal on wax *. When 
the impreflion is fair, every line is charaGerized. Thus, 


he who is the expre/s image of a divine perfon, muft have 
every eflential perfection of God; eternity, immentfity, im- 
mutability, omuifcience, c. as well as wifdom and power, 
Unlefs this be the cafe, we cannot conceive that Jefus could 
fay, without the moft unparalleled prefumption and hlaf- 
phemy ; He that hath feen me, hath Jeen the Father, John 
xiv.9. Thirdly, This image muft per/fonally reprefent 
him whofe image he 1s. We cannot form the idea of one 
perfon being the expre/s zmage of another, where the image 
is of a different fpecies from the perfon who is reprefented. 
It would be abfurd to fay, that a man is the expre/s image 
of the perfon of an angel; becaufe they are not perfons of 
the fame order. Much more abfurd muft it be to fay, that 
a man is the expre/s image of the Perfon of God; becaufe 
the one is infinitely removed from the other. 

11. Jefus receives this defignation, as implying his effen- 
tial and univerfal dominion in the kingdom of providence. 
God—bath fpoken by the Son----who upholdeth all things by 
the word of his power, Heb. i. 1.—3. Dr P. informs us, 
that this is ** God’s power +.” It is fo indeed; but not in 
his fenfe, as excluding the Son. Here our author feems to 
follow Grotius. But the conftruétion excludes this view ; 
the relative dis naturally referring to the perlon upholding. 


But let us juppofe, for, a moment, that, the Do<tor’s inter- 


pretation 
| * Vid. Glaffil Rhetor, Sac.p.175. 9 + Famil. Tufte. p. 36. 
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pretation is juft. What would follow? That Jefus is a 
creature? By no means. For it is admitted that he is the 
immediate agent-in‘providence. Can a creature have'om- 
nipotence in truft? Can he even utter ‘the word of al- 
mighty power?’ Can he fo command, that all things fhall 
Jland faft ? It is fully as ridiculous to’ fuppofe that a crea- 
ture can uphold by the word of God’s power, as that he can 
create by the fame means. For the language here ufed 
evidently refers to the divine power exerted in creation ; 
and denotes that the work of providence is merely a con- 
tinued exertion of this power, in the fame manner, Pfal. 
xxxiii. g. cxlviii. 5. But according to the fuppofition, a 
creature muft not only be entrufted with omnipotence, but 
poffefled of omniprefence. For this upholding extends to 


all things. However, it has been already proved that te 
worlds, faid to be made by him, are the material worlds. 
Therefore, the aX things here mentioned muft be under- 
ftood with the fame latitude. 


The language of this place is of the fame import with 
that in Col. 1. 15. By him‘ all things confift. This has been 
formerly vindicated from our author’s ‘glofs. Nothing 
more 1$ here afcribed to’ Jefus, than what he claims as his 
prerogative, when he fays; My Father worketh hitherto, 
and I work, John v.17. This we have alfo feen, can fig- 
nify nothing but a continued famenefs of operation. 

12. He is exhibited as the Son of God in fo peculiar a 
fenfe, as to be entitled to the wor/hzp of the moft exalted 
creatures: When he bringeth in the firft begotten into the 
world, he faith, And let all the angels of God worfhip him, 
Heb. 1.6. Dr P., without a fingle reflection on this text, 
endeavours, in a circuitous manner, to invalidate the argu- 
ment drawn from it, in proof of-the deity of the Son. 
After quoting it, he adds a number of paflages from the 
gofpel-hiftory, which refer to the worship of Chrift, fubjoin- 

I ing 
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ing this remark; ‘‘ But the very circumftances in which 
“ this worfhip was paid to Chrift, fufhiciently prove that 
‘¢‘ divine worfhip was not intended *.” 


The firft circumftance mentioned is, that * it is well 
“ known that the Jews had no expectation of any other 
“ perfon than a man for their Mefliah.” -This 1s a very 
ufeful circumftance to our learned author. It 1s ready on 
all occafions. Does he combat an argument from eccle- 
fiaftical hiftory, in fupport of our Saviour’s divinity ? Is ıt 
proved that the firft believers adored the Son? He tells 
you that this is impoflible ; becanfe the. Jews believed that 
the Meffiah would be a mere man. Is it an argument 
from {cripture ? It receives the fame anfwer. Here he op- 
pofes it to the teftimony of the Holy Spirit refpecting an 
exprefs precept. This is its force: “.God commanded his 
“ very angels to worfhip the Son. But he undoubtedly 
s meant that they fhould regulate their homage, according 
“ to the ideas of that people who nationally rejected and 
“& crucified him as a blafphemer.” Though the Dottor’s 
affertion were true, it might with equal propriety be urged, 
that we are not to believe in Jefus as a /piretual Mefliah, 
becaufe the generality of the Jews did not expect one in 
this character. But it has been proved that thofe who 
waited for the confolation of Lfrael, expected a divine Sa- 


viour. It has been often faid, that we cannot form a juft 
idea of a man’s character, without hearing what his enemies 
fay of him. And it muft be jacknowledged that Dr P. 
feems difpofed rigidly to obferve this rule, in judging of 
him whom he calls Mafter. 


But let us attend to another circumftance: ‘* When N1- 
‘¢ codemus was convinced of the miraculous power of Jefus, 


« he concluded, not that he was God, but that he mutt 
“ have been zmpowered by God; for he fays, John i. 2.— 


« No 


# Ibid. p. 27. 
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“© No man can do thefe miracles,—except God. be with him.” 
The Doétor has already examined Chrift’s enemies on the 
point. The fecond witnefs. he fummons, 1s one whom Jefus 
himfelf hath declared incompetent, as being ignorant, ‘and 
yet in unbelief, ' vér. ro—12. But; perhaps,: our’ author 
has a partiality for this mafter of Ifrael, as: he difcoveréed 
fuch philofaphical antipathy to the doctrine of regenera- 
tion. - Fi 

It is mentioned as another “ well-known” circumftance, 
« that the Greek word, which, in the above mentioned 
“ paflages, is rendered. wor/bip, 1s frequently ufed to ex- 
‘s prefs a very high degree of refpect, but fuch as may. be 
‘¢ lawfully paid to men of a proper chara¢ter and rank; 
« and indeed,” it is faid, “ our word wor/bip, though now 
“ appropriated to that worfhip which is due to God only, 
‘© was formerly ufed with greater latitude, and even 1n our 
« tranflation of the Bible; as when a fervant, in one of our 
“« Saviour’s parables, is faid to have fallen down and wor- 
“ /kipped his matter, faying, Have patience with me, and I 
“ will pay thee all; where certainly divine worfhip could 
“ not be meant.” The Doétor artfully blends the fignif- 
cation of the Greek word with the ancient ufe of the Eng- 
lith. This he feems to do, becaufe of his fcarcity- of evi- 
dence from the original. But what has the meaning of an 
Englifh word to do with that of a Greek one? Can the 
ufe of a word in one language prove its determinate fenfe 


in another? The only inflance from the New Teftament, 
which feems to have occurred as a proof that zpocxwew fre- 
gucntly fignifies civil homage, is that in Mat. xviii. 26. 
Our tranflators certainly did right in rendering it wor/bip- 
ped. Though this were a true hiltory, 1t would not prove 
what Dr P. wifhes. For manya one, from fear, from 
‘fafhion, or from intereft, has given religious worfhip to a 


mere man. But it muft be remembered, that this is a pa- 
rable ; 
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rable: and it is a wel/ known rule, that parables and alle- 
goriés are not to be interpreted asif, in every circumftance, 
they correfponded to facts. But, indeed, it feems moft 
natural to think that, in this parable, our Lord reprefents 
the worfhip givén to him who can forgive fin. 

Dr P. is fo much at a lofs for proofs on this fubjedt, that 
he borrows one from the book of Common Prayer. ‘ It. 
“ 1s alfo an evidence,” he fays, “ of this ufe of the word, 
“ that in our marridge:fervice, the man 1s directed to fay 
“tothe woman, With my body I thee worfbip; and the 
s terms wor/bip, and wor/hipful, are {till applied to feveral 


“ of our magiftrates, and bodies of men.” But I cannot 
perceive the meaning of all this; unlefs our author means 
to do ferioufly, what a facetious divine did in jeft, when he 


attempted to prove that all languages were derived from 
the Englifh. It would be neceflary for the Doétor, indeed, 
to carry the matter a ftep farther, by fhewing, that the 


fenfe of words in other languages is to be ftritlly regulated 
by that of thofe which moft nearly correfpond to them in 
ours. As he has referred his reader to the Marriage Ser- 
vice, he ought to have explained the paflage, that it 
might be known what kind or degree of wor/bzp he means. 
He fhould alfo have told us, if wegocxuvew is generally to be 
underftcod as merely fignifying fuch a degree of refpedct as 
is due to a Juftice of Peace, or to a Common Council; and 
if he thinks that nothing more 1s intended in the command 
addreffed to angels. It may, indeed, be fuppofed by fome, 
that fuch creatures as thofe referred to, meet with more 
worthip from their dependents, than Socinians allow to 
their Lord and Saviour. For they are often the objects of 
prayer. 

‘The argument derived from the occafional ufe of this 
word in the Septuagint, is of no weight, when oppofed to 
pofitive evidence from the language of in{piration. 


There 
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There are feveral circumftances worthy of attention on 
the other fide. It has been formerly proved that the paf- 
fages referred to by the Doctor, in which Chrift is faid to 
be worlhipped, are all to be underftood of, religious adora- 
tion *, As far as I can obferve, there is not one placer in 
the New Teftament, which can be underftood otherwife. 
If religious worfhip be not meant in this paflage, the end 
by no means correfponds to the folemnity of the action. 
For thofe who were appointed to be munz/tring /pirits to all 
the heirs, could not be fuppofed to be deficient in refpećt to 
the author of falvation. But when. we underftand the term 
of religions homage, -we perceive.great propriety in the 
folemn injunction. Thus it appears,, that the incarnation 
of the Son, by which he was made a Little lower than the 
angels, was to be no obitacle to the continuance of their 
adoration. 

This palage is generally fuppofed to refer to Pfal. xcvii. 
7. Worjbip him, all ye gods: elpecially as this name feems 
to be fometimes given to angels. There can be no doubt 
that the command there refpects religions worfhip. For 
the perion meant, who is undoubtedly the Medfiah, is di- 
rectly oppofed, as the proper object of worthip, to thofe 
falie deities mentioned immediately before; Confounded be, 
all they that ferve graven images, that boaft themfelves of 
sdols. lf we attend to the connexion in which the com- 
mand is introduced by the infpired writer, there can be no 
reafon to doubt that it refpects religions worfhip. For, as 
hath been proved, he has previoutly declared that the Son 
is the God of nature, and of providence. We have for- 
merly feen in what fenfe angels themfelves underftood the 
worthip exprefled by this term, and of courfe, the fenfe in 
which they muft have underftood the command. When 


the Divine fell down at the feet of one of thefe pure fpi- 
rits, 
% See above, D, 214, 215. 
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rits, 7eozmuncat avtw, to give him the “ very high degree of 
“< ref{pect,” which this word denotes, he inftantly replied ; 
See, thou doit not, tw ew meosxumoov, wor/bip God, Rev. 
XIX. 10. 

We are certain that angels obey this command in the 
fulleft fenfe of the word. For the fame infpired writer 
teftifies, that he heard every creature in heaven, faying, 
Bleffing, and honour, and glory, and power be unto him that 
jitteth on the throne, and unto the Lamb for ever and ever, 
Rev. v. 13. How he can be a partner in the higheft adora- 
tion, who is not of the fame eflence with the Father, let 
Socinigns ‘explam. 

13. Heis defcribed as a Son who has an effential right 
to the name.of God, in the full fenfe of the word. Unto 
the Son he faith, Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever, 
Heb. 1. 8. Socinians feem to be confcious that this name, 
when ufed abfolutely and reftricted to an individual, as it 
is here, invariably denotes the true God. Therefore they 
endeavour to avert the force of the argument from this 
pailage, by objecting to the tranflation. Some of thetr 
more ancient writers, indeed, among whom was Biddle, 
had fo much honefty as to acknowledge that the Son is 
here called Godt. But Dr P. is not difpofed to make 
fuch a conceflion. He obferves that the pailage ‘* may be 
“ rendered, God zs thy throne for ever and ever; that 1s, 
God will eftablifh the authority of Chrift till time fhall 
“ be no more*.” This idea feems to have been firft 
thrown out by Erafmus ; though he was not fatisfied that 
it was juft. However, it-was eagerly laid hold of by Gro- 
tius and Enjedinus, as exprefling the true fenfe of the place. 
But this view as liable to feveral important objections. It 


is contrary to the meaning of the Hebrew; as far as an- 


cient interpreters, whether Jews or Greeks, can be confi- 


VoL. I. H h dered 
# Biddle’s Catechifm. t Famil, Illuftr. p, 35, 
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dered as judges. According to the Targum, God is in the 
vocative. Inthe Septuagint, it is rendered in the fame 
manner, as in the Greek of the, New Teftament. The 
D détor’s ancient Unitarian friend, Aquila, whofe learning 
he greatly commends, feems never to have thought that ıt 
could bear any other fenfe than that given in our verfion, 
There can be no difpute as to the meaning of his lan- 
guage *, | 
This view j; inconfiftent with the preceding context, in 
which the Son is deferibed as the Creator and Preferver of 
all things, and as the object of worihip; and therefore, as 
God equal with the Father. It alfo changes the natural 
fubject. This ought to be the térome of the Son, as con- 
trafted with the munzfterial {tation of angels, which is the 
fubject of the preceding verfe; nay, fuch a throne as can 
belong to him alone who is efflentially God, in contradi- 
{tinction to the miniftry of thofe who are mere creatures, 
and who were made for the purpofe of this miniftry: Of 
the angels he faith, Who maketh his angels, or meffengers fpr- 
rits——But unto the Son, Thy throne, O God, &8c. But ac- 
cording to the Socinian verfion, God is the fubject ; not as 
oppofed to angels, but as oppofed to the Son. The honour 
is carried away from the Son to the Father, in direét op- 
pofition to the evident defign of the infpired writer. Nor 
is this interpretation fupported by the claufe immediately 
following in the clofeft connexion; The feeptre of thy king- 
dom 1s a right fceptre. Socinians ought to fhew, how God 
is the /ceptre, as well as the throne of Chrift’s kingdom; 
elfe we are left to fuppofe that although it has a divine 
foundation, the adminiftration is merely human. 
But they cannot produce a fingle example from {cripture 
of the ufe of fuch language. God 1s often claimed by his 
people as their rock, their refuge, their bigh tower: but it 


is no where faid that he is the trone of his creature. The 
idea, 
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idea, indeed, is abfurd. When he is called a rock, We. it is 
confiftent with his dignity: for fuch expreflions denote 


that defence which is afforded by the ftronger to the wea- 
ker, But the Sovereign is certainly greater than his ¢roze. 
Thus, the enemies of the Son, in attempting to prove that 
he 1s eflentially inferior to the Father, make the Father in- 
ferior to the Son. However, they with to fupply the 
word effablifh. I will not fay, that this is to fuppofe a 
{trong figure without any necefity. For with them the 
neceflity is as great as that of providing a crutch for the 
lame. But it is evidently to fuppofe a mode of {peaking 
to be found no where elfe; and inftead of explaining the 
text to make one of their own. 

The Doétor adds; ‘‘ From this paflage nothing can be 
“ more plain, than that, whatever authority belongs to 
“ Chrift, he has a fuperior from whom he derives it; God, 
“ even thy God, has anointed thee. ‘This could never have 
“ been {aid of the one true God, whofe being and power are 


“ underived.” It is granted that this 1s not immediately faid 
of him as God, but as God-man or Mediator.. Itis no objee- 
tion to his being addrefled as God, that the fubject of the ad- 
drefs is his mediatory exaltation. For while the official cha- 
racter of Jefus requires the deity of the perfon as its founda-. 
tion, it cannot poflibly imply any forfeiture of his effential 
right. The glory of the God-head is difplayed in human 
nature. Socinians, however, have laid it down as a firft 
principle in their fyftem, that although God may commu- 
nicate his efiential perfe¢étrons to a mere creature, he can- 
not aflume the creature into union with himfelf, and thus 
{tand in a relation different from what effentially belongs 
to him. God may deny, but he cannot humble himfelf. But 
it is impoflible for them to prove, that he who 1s inferior to 
the Father in one relation, may not be ‘his equal in another. 


If this appear from {cripture, we are bound to believe it: 
Hh? and 
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and there can be no-objection to this being the doéctrine of 
the paflage, but that Socinians are determined to reject this 
doétrine, however clear the evidence. 

But that Jefus is here addrefled as a‘divine Perfon, is un- 
deniable from the quotation immediately following ; And 
thou, Lord, in the beginning, haft laid the foundation of the 
earth, and the heavens are the work of thy hands. They 
Jhall perih, but thou remaineft, 8c. ver.10.—12. Our 
learned author 1s much at a lofs what to make of thefe 
words. He tries them firft in one way, then in another, 
and at length hazards a conjecture as to a third. . “In ver. 
“10, 11, 12.” he fays, ** the anoftle quotes an addrefs to 
“ God, as the great Creator and everlafting Ruler of the 
“univerfe, but without any hint of its being applied to 
“ Chrift *.” But as 1f this were carrying the matter rather 
too far, ıt being undeniable that the preceding context con- 
tains fome Aznts concerning him, the Dottor advances a 
ftep farther. But he advances with great caution, as trea- 
ding on dangerous ground. ‘ This quotation was probably 
“ made with a view to exprefs the great honour conferred 


“ on Chrift, on account of the dignity of the perfon who 


“ conferred it.” But this is rather a round-about way of 
exprefling honour, and far from being ufual with the con- 
cife and energetic writer of this epiftle. Had this been his 
defign, it might have been as natural a plan to have told 
what the honour was. Some may be apt to doubt too, 
whether one, writing to Hebrews, and havin g already told 
them that the honour referred to was conferred by God, who. 
Jpake to their fathers by the prophets, could give them a bet- 
ter idea of its greatnefs, by telling them that this God was 
‘the Creator and Ruler of the univerfe.” An Hebrew 
would certainly havé reckoned this a very poor compliment 
to his own underftanding, and a fufhcient proof of the 
weak nefs of his who thus addrefled them. 


But, 
* Ibid. 
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But, according to Dr P. the probability of this appears 
from evidence. ‘“ For it immediately follows, ver. 13. 
“ But to which of the angels faid he, that is, the great 
“ being to whom this defcription belongs, Sit thou on my 
“right hand, &c.” But this is evidently to be viewed as a 
diftinG proof from the former. Our author artfully tries 
to throw the emphafis on the pronoun 4e ; whereas every 
impartial reader mult obferve that ıt refts upon thefe words, 
which of the angels. For the infpired writer is not abftract- 
ly illuftrating the dignity of ım who faid this; nor does 
he mean to infer the dignity of the perfon to whom this 
was faid, from fo remote a confideration as the greatnefs of 
the fpeaker. But he wluftrates this in a direct manner, by 
denying the honour of fuch an addrefs to any of the an- 
gels, how exalted foever. Therefore he immediately af- 
ferts that they are a//, without exception, muniftring /pirits, 
not merely to the King of Zion, but to his fubjects : evident- 
ly inferring from this confideration, that they could never 
receive a call to that honour referved for their Lord. He 
fitsasa Sovereign. He fts on God’s right hand, as being 
effentially his fellow. But they are all Jent forth as fer- 
vants. 

After all, the Doctor advances a little; as if confcious 
that he muft grant fomething more, however reluctantly, 
unlefs he would feem to trifle with his text. ‘ Or fince 
“ this quotation from the Pfalmuft,” he fays, * defcribes a 
“ perpetuity of empire in God, it may be intended to in- 
“ timate a perpetuity of empire in Chrift, who holds his 
“ authority from God, and who mutt hold it, unlefs God be 
“unable to fupport it.” Still very cautious. It may—za- 
timate. But it cannot even intimate fo much. If thefe 
words properly refpect the empire of God, they can prove 
nothing as to the perpetuity of the government of the Mef- 
fah., Did we fuppofe that he were a mere man, and had 

Hh 3 | we 
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we no better fecurity for the perpetuity of his empire, 
than the perpetuity of the divine; we could not be more 
certain of the continuance of ‘his, than of any human 
government. For the powers that be are allo of God. 
Yet they are fubject to change. The quotation muft be 
viewed by itfelf, as refting on its own foundation: and if it 
proves nothing directly as to the dignity of the Perfon who 


is Mefhah, or as to the nature of his kingdom, it proves 
But though this fhould be the cafe, it 


is no more than what we may expect. For our author, 
who feems to think that even the /pirits of the Apottles are 
fubje& unto him, affures us that Paul, the reputed writer of 
this epiftle, “ often reafons inconclufively, and therefore.--- 


nothing at all. 


“ without any particular infpiration *.’’ 

Indeed, he feems to be at pains to make the Apottle rea- 
fon zzconclufively. Yor if the reafoning of the paflage, 
according to the Dottor’s interpretation, could prove any 
thing, 1t would prove unfpeakably more than he would 
choofe to admit. If the defcription.of “a perpetuity of 
“empire in God,” be any zztzmation of “ a perpetuity of 
“ empire in Chrift,” ıt muft certainly timate that the em-. 
pire of Chrift fhall continue as long as the empire of 
God, as long as God 1s not “ unable to fupport it.” Now, 
.Dr P. will not refufe that the divine empire is ftriétly 
eternal. But how will this agree with what he has faid 
in explaining the preceding quotation? All the perpetuity 
that he afcribes to the empire of Chrift, 1s the “ eftablifh- 
‘¢ ment of his authority till time {hall be no more.” 

But notwithftanding all the fhuffling modes of interpre- 


tation that may be devifed, it is clear from the connexion 
that the infpired writer applies the language of the Pialm 
to our Lord. Socinians themfelves acknowledge that he 
is the fubject of the preceding quotations, however {ftrange- 
ly they explain them. It is alfo evident from the intro- 


duttory particle xar, And. _There is no correfpondent word, 


either 
ef Corrvst. vol. il. 72. 
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either in the Hebrew, or in the Septuagint. It undoubted- 
ly fienifies that the quotation following is to be applied in 
the fame manner as the preceding; and refers to the be- 
ginning of ver. 8. But unto the Son he fuath. To every 
unprejudiced reader, ıt muft convey the fame idea as if that 
introduction had been formally repeated. 

14. Jefus is a Son in fo peculiar a fenfe that the church 
is declared to be bzs building and property. In the fame 
epiftle, chap. iii. a com»arifon is inftituted between Mofes 
and Chrift. The defign of the Apoftle is to prove the fu- 
periority of the latter. He fhews that there is as great a 
difference between the one and the other, as between the 
houfe and the builder of it: For outos, this perfon was truly 
worthy of more glory than Mofes, in as much as he who 


bath builded the houfe, hath more honour than the houfe, 
ver. 3. He thews that Mofes was merely a fervant in the 


houfe of God, but Chrift a Son over bis own boufe, ver. 
5,6. Chrift, by difpenfation, was alfo a fervant. In this 


refpect, he is faid to have been farthful. : But his fidelity 


was not that of anatural inferior. He was faithful as a Son. 
He was not merely zm the houfe, like Mofes; but over it: 
and not over it, like one advanced to an honour that did 
not originally belong to him ; but over it, as bris own boufe, 
his natural property. But how can the church be the pro- 
perty of Chrift, unlefs he be Ged? 

Indeed, the Apoltle proves the deity of our Saviour, 


from his work of building the church. For every hou/fe is 
builded by Jome one; but he that built all things is God, 


ver. 5. It is clear chat Chriftis here meant. For he is 
immediately fpoken of as the builder; and as, on this very 
account, fuperior in glory to Mofes. It feems to be juftly 
obferved by the learned Owen, that ta wavta is put for 
tavta nayta, all thefe things that the Apoltle is prefently 
iia of. That the expreifion refpects the church, is 
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evident from the ufe of the word xatagxevy formerly ap- 
plied to the building of the houfe, and no where ufed in 
{cripture to denote the creation of all things. Unlefs 
Chrut be meant as the builder, ver. 4. the connexion and 
force of the argument are loft. For it 1s not the Apoftle’s 
defign to compare Mofes with God abfolutely confidered, 
but to compare him with God-man*. At any rate, it 1s 
undeniable from ver. 3. that the work of building the 
church belongs to Chrift, in a fenfe in which it cannot be 


afcribed to any mere fervant. Now, the church is God’s 


building, 1 Cor. ili. g. Therefore, Chrift is God. 

In a word, he is a Son, the faith and knowledge of whom 
give perfection to our nature. Therefore the Apoftle fays; 
—Till we all come in the unity of the faith, and of the know- 
ledge of the Son of God, unto a perfed? man, Eph. iv. 13. 
This conftitutes the perfection of the whole myftical body 
of Chrift. Either the Socinian expects an higher perfec- 
tion than what 1s here defcribed ; or, according to. his ideas, 
his higheft perfe€tion confifts in believing in and knowing 
a mere man. But the true Chriftian expects fomething un- 
fpeakably greater. He is fatisfied that, in knowing the 
Son more perfectly, he fhall de filled with all the fulne/s of 
God. But he is alfo ailured that, although his attainments. 
in this refpe&t will far exceed the prefent, he fhall be eter- 
nally loft in the greatnefs of the fubject. Therefore the 
Apoftle, in the preceding chapter, afcribes incomprehen- 
fibility to the Saviour, when fpeaking with refpect to one 


perfection only: That ye—may be able ta comprehend with 
all faints, what is the breadth, and length, and depth, and 


height ; and to know the bove of Chrift, which paffeth know- 


ledge, that ye might be filled with all the fulnefs of God, 
ver. 17.—19. He {peaks of the love of Chrift in the fame 


terms in which Zophar defcribes the divine nature. The 
. Apoftle, 
* Vide Owen in loc. Cameron. Opera, p. 30. Pralect. in Matth. 
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Apoftle, indeed, feems to copy his figurative language ° 
Canft thou by fearching find out God? canft thou find out 


the Almighty unto perfection 2 It is as bigh as heaven, what 
canft thou do # deeper than hell, what canft thou know 2 The 


necfure therecf is longer than the earth, and broader than 
fa ba Job. xi. 7—9. 

efore leaving this fubject, we may attend to an obfer- 
vation made by Dr P. which he feems to confider as a fuf- 
ficient reply to every argument that may be urged from 
the ufe of this character as applied to our Saviour. Re- 


ferring to the argument from thefe paflages that exhibit 
Chrift as the zmage of God, he fays; “ It is with as little 
« appearance of reafon that Chrift is argued to be very and 


« eternal God, becaufe he is ftyled the Son of God; for all 
« Chriftians have the fame appellation, 1 John 11. 2. Vow 


« are we the Sons of God *.” 
This reply affords a ftriking proof of the ftrange incon- 
fiftency of Socinians. For it is advanced by the Dottor, 


after he has granted that Jefus is called the Sox of God ina 
peculiar fenfe, as being the Chrift, and endeavoured to fhew 


that thefe terms are perfectly fynonymous *, Butas if he 
queftioned whether this ground were tenable, he eventual- 


ly refufes that peculiarity formerly granted, and fecures a 
more extenfive foundation for his batteries againft the 
truth. One would almoft think that a Socinian would 
give you leave to make of brs Saviour what you pleafe, if 
you do not plead for his deity. But if Jefus be called the 
Son of God in the fame fenfe as all Chriftians, he cannot 


be thus diftinguifhed as Meffiah. If fo, will the learned 
writer be pleafed to inform us, what was the meaning of 
our Lord’s teftimony, when he affented to the high-prieft’s 
adjuration ? Do not profeffors of Chriftianity, who handle 


the word-ef God in this manner, expofe themfelves to the 
attacks 


* Fam, Mluftr. D. 22- + Ibid. p. 22. 
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attacks of infidels? Might not a Deift fay, with great ap. 
pearance of reafon; ‘“ You firit inform us, that your Ma. 
“ fter is called the Son of God as being the Chrift, that is, 


“ he receives this name in a peculiar fenfe; nay, that he 
“ confirmed this fenfe of the expreffion by folemn oath 
“ Then you affure us that all Chriftians have the fame 
“ eppellation. Either you muft believe that every Chri- 
st ftian is a Meffiah, or you believe in none at all.” 

But to fay that all Chriftians are called the Jons of God, 
proves nothing; unlefs it can be proved that they receive 
this character in the fame fenfe in which it is given to Jefus. 
But not even the fame language is ufed. Are they aX 
called God’s proper fons, his only begotten Jons? With far 
more propriety might it be faid that, becaufe all believers 
are Called the fervants of Chrift, Eph. vi. 6. none receive 
this name peculiarly and diftinétively, as munifters of the ` 
gofpel, Jude ver. 1. Becaufe magiftrates and idols are called 
gods, by a parity of reafon the polytheift might deny that 
the {cripture maintains the divine unity. He might plead 
that it favours heathenifm, and that JEHOVAH 1s a deity in 
common with others. For his being called the true God, 


the living God, the one God, might with equal propriety be 
of as little account with him, as Chrift’s being called God’s 
only and only begotten Son is with a Socinian. 

But there is fufficient evidence from the connexion of 
that very paflage quoted by our author, that, while the 
‘Apoftle ufes this character by way of refemblance, he 
marks a very important diftinétion. Such a Son 1s Jefus, 
that all other fons receive their anointing, not merely by, 
but from him, and muft continue in him in the fame re- 
{pects as in the Father, 1 John 11. 20. 24.; that whofoever 
denieth him hath not the Father, ver. 22.; that all other 
fons muft appear before him as their judge, and are begot- 


ten of him as their father; ver. 28, 29. Such isthe effen- 
| tial 
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tial dignity of this Son, that it is an ineffable wonder of 
love that any of Adam’s family fhould be honoured with 
the fame defignation ; chap. iii. r. He is a Son manifefted 
for the very purpofe of taking away the fins of others, and 


deftroying the works of the devil, ver. 5. 8. and who pre- 
ferves all that are united to him from falling into condem- 


nation, ver. 6. After all this, had any one faid to the 
Apoftle; ‘* You do not mean that this title denotes any 
“ effential fuperiority in Jefus to us, for we alfo are aX the 
“ fens of God;” there is every reafon to believe that he 
would have pronounced him a baftard, and not a fon. 

Dr P. fubjoins ; “ We are called not only the chz/dren, but 
“ the heirs of God, and joint heirs with Chrif; Rom. viii. 
17. But as the perfons who are thus denominated have 
been once under the law of fin and death, ver. 2. and enmity 
againft God, ver. 7. the paflage cannot prove what the 
Doctor withes. Becaufe a rebel was mercifully pardoned 
by his fovereign, and even admitted to a participation of 
the honour belonging to him whom the king acknowled- 
ged as his own fon, his proper fon, (ver. 3. 32.) would any 
one therefore plead that the pardoned rebel was as truly 
and properly the king’s fon as the other? 


To as little purpofe is it urged that ‘© Adam is more 
‘© efpecially called the Son of God, Luke 11. 38.” For it 


is undeniable that he receives this character, becaufe he was 
created after the image of God. But Chrift is thus deno- 
minated, becaufe he is the very zmage of the invifible God, 


the expre/s image of the Father’s perfon; not created, but 
begotten. We are alfo told that “ Ephraim is called Azs. 


« dear Son,” Jer. xxxi. 20. But there 1s no connexion 
here. For 1t is well known that the Ifraelites, (who were 
often called Ephraim, to diftinguifh them from the king- 


dom of Judah) received this character, becaufe of their ex- 
ternal 
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ternal relation to God as his peculiar people. Here it may 
have a fpecial refpect to their repentance foretold in the 


preceding verfes. But can Dr P. really mean that this de- 
fignation, as denoting the Saviour, is to be underftood in 
no higher a fenfe than when applied to thofe who have 
previoufly been as a bullock unaccuftomed to the yoke, and 


who have borne the reproach of their youth ? ver. 19, 2¢. 
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BOOK IV. 


OF DOCTOR PRIESTLEY’s ARGUMENTS AGAINST THE 
DIVINITY OF CHRIST. 


CHAP. I. 


ihe firft Argument, from what is fuppofed to be the general 
Tenor of the Scriptures, confidered. 


T HE Dotor prefaces his objections by a very juft ob- 

fervation. “ An impartial perfon,” he fays, “ may 
“ eafily fatisfy himfelf, that the writers of the books of 
“ {cripture held the doctrine of oze God, and that they were 
‘ underftood to do fo by thofe perfons for whofe ufe the 


®@ © t 
‘books were written *.’’ Here in words at leaft we per- 


fectly agree with our author. But the foundation of the 


3 Socinian 
# Vol.i. p. 3, 4. 
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Socinian fyftem is laid in the aflumption of two falfehoods, 
as if they had been proved to be indifputable truths. firft, 
that thofe who hold the d-¢trine of the Trinity believe in 
more Gods than one; and. fecondly, that oze God mutt of 
neceflity be one perfon only. The charge of polytheifm, 
however, belongs not to Trinitarians, but to their oppo- 
nents, who afcribe the perfections and prerogatives of the 
one God to angels, and toa mere man. It mutt be obvi- 
ous’ to every impartial reader, that on thefe falfe grounds 
the whole of Dr P.’s reafoning againft the divinity of our 
Saviour proceeds. 
He grants that the plural number “ 1s made ufe of, when 
‘‘ God is reprefented as faying, Gen. 1. 26. Let us make 
“man.” © But,” he adds, “ that this is mere phrafeology, 
“ is evident from its being faid immediately after, in the 
“ finguiar number, ver. 27. God created man in bts own 
“ zmage, fo that the creator was ftill one dezmg *.” A plu- 
rality of perfons in an unity of dezng, is all that we plead 
for. But nothing will pleafe a Socinian, as a proof of a 
plurality of perfons, that would net prove a plurality of 
beings, that 1s, of gods. He alfo refers to thefe words, Gen. 
x1. 7. God faid, Let us go down, and there confound their 
language. His repiy to the argument for a plurality from 
this paflage, 1s equally fage. ‘ But we find, in the very 
“next verle, that ıt was one being only who actually ef- 
“fected this.” And what Trinitarian ever afferted the 
contrary? That kind of {peaking or writing cannot juftly 
be dignified with the name of argument, that proves what 
has never been doubted by the adverfe party. ‘The Doc- 
tor ought to have proved, not that one béing was the agent’ 
in both inftances;-but that a fingle perfon is meant, when 
the plural number is ufed, ‘ahd that he did not addrefs my 
other perfon; but bimfelf. 


Our author goés on in the fame important demonftration.. 


i , 66 In 
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“In allthe intercourfe of God, with Adam, Noah, and the 


“ other patriarchs, no mention is made of more than one be- 
“ing who addrefled them under that character. The name 
“ by which he 1s diftinguifhed is fometimes Fehovah, and at 
“ other times the God of Abraham, &c.” He might alfo have 
mentioned that he who calls himfelt t4e God of Abraham, 


is called the Angel of Fehovab. But this would have given 
him the trouble of formally anfwering an objection, which, 


as has been already feen, he wifely pafles over as lightly as 
poflible, when brought in by him, as if merely en paffant. 
A wife man will not raife a ghoft, which he is not fure that 
he can lay. 

As a proof of the unity of God, in the Socinian fenfe, 
the Doétor refers to Deut. vi. 4. But it has been for- 


merly proved that the ancient Jews, however {ftedfatftly 


they maintained the doctrine of the divine unity, explained 
this paflage of a plurality of perfons *. 

‘The Meflah,” he fays, “ is /uppofed to be announced 
“to our firft parents under the title of the feed of the wo- 
“ man, Gen. 1. 15 t+.” We hope, the Doctor does not 
fuppofe any thing elfe: however unpalatable this expref- 
fion may be to him, now that he has difcovered that the 
{criptural doctrine of the miraculous conception has the 
marks of a “ itory inconfiftent and ill-digeited.” But he 
has found out a method of getting rid of this fingular expref- 
fion: “ The phrafe born of woman, which 1s,” he fars, 
“ of the fame import, is always in {cripture fynonymous to 


3 


« man.” It is exprefsly denied that the phrafe born of wo- 
man is of the fame import with the feed of the woman. 
There are other paflages which contaia language of the 


fame import: but it 1s always fo guarded as to fhew that 
an extraordinary, and even an unparalleled oweat is meant. 
Thus it is faid, Jer. xxxi. 22. The Lord hats created a new 
thing in the earth, A woman Jfhall compafs a man. But was 
1t 

® See above, p. 74.—76. + Yoli. p. $, 
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it a new thing in the earth, for a man to be born of a wo- 
man? It was a fign that JEHovAH him/felf was to give, that 
a virgin fhould coacerve, and bear a fon, Ifa. vii. 14. If 
Jefus received his human nature ın the ordinary way, the 
Apoftle Paul is chargeable with a mere affectation of fin- 
gularity, withont the leaft reafon, when he fays that God 


fent forth bis Son made of a woman, Gal. iv. 3. One of 
thefe very texts on which the Doctor leans, for the fupport 


of his aflertion with refpect to the confonancy of the phrafes 
mentioned, proves to him a broken reed which pierces into 
the very heartof his argument. This is Job xxv.4. How 
can he be clean that is born of a woman? Becaufe no one 
born of a woman, according to the ordinary courle of na- 
ture, can be clean; it was neceffary that our high-prieft 
fhould be feparate from finners in his very conception, and 
therefore that he fhould be made of a woman. 

Dr P. quotes Deut. xvii. 18. I will raife them up a pro- 
phet, from among their brethren, &c. adding, with an air of 
triumph; “ Here is nothing like a fecond perfon in the 
“« Trinity, a perfon equal to the Father, but a mere pro- 
“ phet, delivering in the name of God, whatever he is or- 


“ dered fo to do *.”” This kind of reafoning would be va- 
lid, if the friends of the deity of Chrift refufed that he 


fuftained any other charatter than that of a divine perfon. 
But on no other fuppofition does it deferve an anfwer. 
Much in the fame manner, might thofe, who never faw 
David till he was afcending Mount Olivet, weeping, with 
his head uncovered, and bare-foot, fay; ‘ Here is nothing 
“ like the King of Ifrael.” Jefus fays to his difciples, Lo, I 
am among you as one that ferveth. With equal propriety 
might it be argued from thefe words, that he conld be in no 
re{pect fuperice to the difciples, becaufe Aere zs nothing like 
fuperiority. Our author ought to give his argument its 


due weight. For the words of God by Mofes will equally 
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prove that Jefus was not to be a prieft or a king, as that he 


was not to be a divine perfon; becaufe he 1s not bere men- 
tioned under any of thefe characters. But this is not to 


give arguments from the tenor of feripture, but from de 
tached pailages, and even without regard to the principal 
deftgn of thefe. 
' It is not fact, that heré wé have “‘ nothing—but a mere 
“ prophet.” It would, indeed, be of no avail to us, were 
the Saviour revealed in his divine nature only. We would 
utter the fame language as the Ifraelites, when God {poke 
to them immediately. They were fo afraid of his ma- 
jefty that they faid, Let not God /peak with us, left we die, 
Ex. xx.19. They withed for one, in their own nature, 
to mediate between God and them. They propofed Mo- 


fes: and God declared his affent. But it is evident that 
he was accepted merely as a temporary mediator, and as a 
type of one unfpeakably fitter for the work. For it was 
on this very occafion, of the people exprefling their defire 
of a Mediator, that the prophecy under confideration was 
delivered. Jn the choice of the occafion, God fhewed 
them, that, in complying with their propofal, he ufed 
Mofes merely as a type. Therefore, he directed their 
principal attention to the Antitype, at the very time that 
it would have been moft neceflary to have confined their 
attention to Mofes, had he not been employed in an infe- 
rior character. Mofes himfelf, well affured of his own in- 
feriority, does not fail to remind the Ifraelites ‘of the cir- 
cumftance mentioned. The Lord thy God will ratfe up unto 
thee a prophet, from the midft of thee, of thy brethren, like 
unto me, unto him ye feall hearken. ACCORDING TO ALL 
THAT THOU DESIREDST of the Lord thy God in Horeb, in 
the day of the affembly, faying, Let me not bear again the 
voice of the Lord my God, neither let me fee this great fire 
any more that I die not. And the Lord Jard unto me, They 
Vou. f. Li have 
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have well fpoken that which they have fpoken. I will ratfe 
them up a prophet, Wc. The promife of a future revela- 
tion of the divine will could have brought no confolation 
to the affrighted and dejected Ifraelites, had they not been 
aflured that it fhould be made by one in human nature. 
It was impoffible, indeed, that he could otherwife accom- 
plith the work of mediation. It. was neceffary that he 
fhould be taken from among men, Heb. v. 1. But he is not 
revealed as ‘“ a mere prophet.” His 'prophetical character, 
according to which he was to {peak . the words of God, is 
mentioned as one branch only of his mediatorial office. 
The Doétor afferts that Jefus is here exhibited as a mere 


prophet, moft probably, becaufe he is faid to be lke unto 
Mofes. But the word ufed in the original does not fignify 


{fo perfect a fimilitude as admits of no difference. Itby no 


means implies that the perfons or things compared agree 
an all circumftances. Itis enough, if they agree in one or 
more refpects in which the compartifon is ftated. Noris it 
neceflary, that there fhould be an exact fimilarity with re- 
{pect to degree. This may be greater orlefs. Sometimes 
it denotes likenefs, where the perfon or thing compared 
falls fhort of that with which it is compared ; as in Joel ii. - 
3. The land is as the garden of Eden; Lam. 1. 13. Thy 
breach 1s great LIKE the fea. Qs, the Greek word which 
correfponds to it, is ufed in the fame mannerin the New 
Teflament. Mat. v. 48. Be ye perfec? as your Father in bea- 
ven is perfect. \n other places, ie marks fuch a likenefs, 
that the thing compared exceeds the other. Pfal. ciii. 13. 
LIKE As a father pitieth his children, the Lord pitieth them 
that fear him. But it is undeniable, that his compaflion 
infinitely tranfcends that of any earthly parent *. 

Thus, when Chrift is compared to Mofes, 1t is not meant 


that they agree in all refpects. Nor will it follow that the 


former 
x Vid, Guffetii Comment. in L. Ebraic. in lit. ‘. 
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former does not furpafs the latter, even in thofe refpects in 
which the comparifon is inftituted. Therefore, when God 
fays to Mofes, I wll rate up a prophet—tlike unto thee, the 
expreflion properly is, as thou art. In the New Tefta- 
ment, ın both the places where this prediction is quoted, 


the words are fo rendered as to fhew that this is their real 
meaning: Aéts ili. 22. vii. 37. £ prophet fhall the Lord 
your God raife up unto you of your brethren, ws epe, as he 
raifed up me. The comparifon is ftated between Mofes and 
the Mefliah, with refpect to the circumftance of the latter 
being a prophet, related ta thofe to whom he fhould be 
fent, as poffeffing the fame nature with them: which was 
the very confolation that Ifrael defred. But it by no 
means follows that they were equal, as to either perfonal 
or official dignity. For thus the prophecy would not have 
been verified in Jefus. For as he is here compared, he 1s 
eliewhere contrafted with Mofes, John 1. 17, 18. The law 
was given by Mofes, but grace and truth came by Fefus 
Chrift. They are not merely oppofed as to what came by 
each, but, as we have formerly fhewn,. with refpect to the 
very manner of its coming. The law was civen by Mofes, 
but grace and truth, eyeveto, were MADE by Fefus Chrift. 
But they are further contrafted. For it immediately fol- 
lows; No man hath feen God at any time. This feems to 
be {poken with a fpecial reference to Mofes, as fhewing 
that when it is faid that God fpake with him face to face, 
Ex. xxxiii. 11. it fiymifies that he was admitted to greater 
nearnefs than any other mere prophet, but not that he really 
faw God himfelf, or had a proper and full difplay of his 
glory *. 

That this prophecy declares fuch a /rkene/s as admits of 
great fuperiority, 1s evident from its intention, nay, from 
the very phrafeology. For when it is faid, Unto him ye 

I i2 Shall 
* See above, p. 155,156. 
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Jeall hearken, the church is prepared for a total change of 
the difpenfation, and informed that fhe fhall then be loofed 
from Mofes, and fubjected to the authority of Chrift. Itis 
remarkable, that Maimonides explains the following decla- 
ration, Whofoever will not hearken unto my words which he 
Joall [peak in my Name, I will require it of him, by the 
the language of God refpecting his Angel, Ex. xxii. 21. 
Beware of him, and obey hts voice ; for my Name ts in him: 
although he views the prophet as diftinét from that Angel *. 

Chrift is evidently compared with Mofes, as the anti- 
type with the type; fo asto illuftrate the great fuperiority 
of the former. Mofes, indeed, is not the only pattern to 
which this prophet is likened. Another is mentioned in 


the fame paflage. This is aX the defre of Ifrael. It would 
appear that this is principally in view, in the likenefs ex- 


prefled. For when Mofes has faid, 4 Prophet /hall the 
Lord your God ratfe up,—like unto me, he immediately adds, 
as 1f the comparifon were too weak, ike unto all that thou 


bajt dered. For the fame term, denoting refemblance, is 


ufed in both claufes. It feems to have the fame ‘meaning, 
as if he had faid; ** God will not merely give you a pro- 


s phet like unto me, but correfpondent to the utmoft 
“ extent of your defires, as exprefled by you on that me- 


“ morable day when you wifhed no more to hear the ap- 


“ palling voice, or to fee the awful fire of the divine Ma- 
God himfelf teftifies peculiar approbation of 


? 9 


“ jefty. 
their language, not becaufe they had propofed Mofes as 
their Mediator, but becaufe they difplayed a conviction of 
their abfolute need of one, to convince them of which was 
the great end of the Law, as being only a /choolmafter to 
bring them to Chrift. He teftifies his approbation, becaufe 
it was his fpecial intention, in the whole of that difpenfa- 
tion, to fhewthem the neceflity of fuch a Mediator as 


could 
More Nevochim, Par. 2, C. 34. 
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could really remove from them that great fire of the divine 
indignation. Therefore, he gracioufly lays hold of this 
opportunity of directing their principal attention to Jefus, 
as that Mediator who alone could grant them according to 


their heart, and fulfil all their counfel ; as is {aid of the Name 
of the God of Jacob, Pfal. xx. 4. othe primary occa- 


fion of this prediction, there 1s a beautiful allufion,. joined 
with a declaration of its accompli{hment, Heb. xii. 18—24. 


Ye are not come unto the mount—that burned with: fire,— 
and the voice of words, which they that heard, intreated that 


the word Jhoulid not be fpoken to them any more ;—but ye. 
are come—to ẸFefus the Mediator of the new covenant, ang 
to the blood of fprinkling. Therefore, with great propriety 
it is added, in reference to the ftrict charge concerning this 
prophet; See that ye refufe not him that /peaketh. 

I hall only add, that while Dr P. denies the deity of 
Chrift, becaufe it is not mentioned in this prophecy, a 
Jewith friend, to whom he frequently appeals, directly re- 
verfes the matter, although from a fimilar mifapprehenfiop 


of the comparifon. He denies that ıt can apply to Jefus at 


all, becaufe he declared himfelf to be God *. 

The Doétor further obferves ; ‘* By Ifaiah, who writes 
« more diftin€tly concerning the Mefhah than any of the 
‘¢ preceding prophets, his fufferings and death are men- 
‘ tioned, chap. lin. Daniel alfo {peaks of him as to be cut 
“ off, chap. ix. 26. But furely thefe are characters of a 
“ man, and not thofe of a Godt.” Undoubtedly, fuffer- 
ings and death are predicted. of him as man; becaufe it 
was only the human nature that could fuffer. But it will 
not thence follow that he 1s not God, unlefs it can be fhewn 
that thefe are the greateft lines in his character. But both 
Ifaiah and Daniel, in thefe very paflages, fhew that it was 


Ii 3 not 


* Nizzachon ap. Owen on Heb. Vol. 1. Ex. 9. p. 99. 
t Vol. 1. p. 9. 
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not for him/felf that he fuffered and was cut off, and that his 
fufferings had fuch efficacy as cannot be afcribed tothofe of 
a mere man. For with his firtpes we are healed, Ifa, liu. 5. 
and in confequence of this, who fhall declare his generation è 
ver. 8. Becaufe of his bearing their iniquities, he juftifies 
many, ver. 11. He, who 1s thus the Redeemer of his church, 

is the holy One of Ifrael, the God of the whole earth, whofe 
name is JEHOVAH of bofis, chap. liv 5. The Angel, in the 
revelation made to Daniel, fpeaks of the Meffiah or Anoint- 
ed, as the moft Holy previous to his unction. For he was 
to be anointed, or conftituted Me/iab in our nature, by the 
gifts of the Spirit, as being already, in his divine nature, 
the moft Holy, Dan. ix. 24. In being cut off, he was to 
Jjinifh tranfgreffion, make an end of fins, make reconciliation 
for iniquity, and bring in everlafting righteoufnefs. But 
perhaps, the real reafon why our author fo obitinately de- 
nies the divine nature of Chrift, is that he does not perceive 
the neceffity of that divine work afcribed to him. 

As the Door proceeds to illuftrate the confonancy of the 
Jewith ideas to the prophecies concerning Chrift, we might 
have looked for a proof, that although they expected a mere 
man, they were fully, fatisfied that he fhould be a /uffering 
Meffiah. But feeble as our author’s fyftem i is, it is at war 
with itfelf. For he immediately adds; ‘“ Accordingly, it 
“ appears in the hiftory of our Saviour, that the Jews of 
“ his time expected that their Meffiah would be a prince 
“anda congueror, like David, from whom he was to be 
“ defcended.”’ What means this accordingly ? Tf it mean 
any thing, it muft denote that the expectations of the Jews 
were according to the prediétions of Ifaiah and Daniel. 

And how is this proved? Both thefe prophets, in the paf- 
fages referred to, defcribed a /uffering Meffiah, a prince in- 


deed, but who fhould be cut off. Therefore, the faith of 


the Jews was perfeCtly confonant to the revelation, and is 
l a 
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a proper pattern for us: becaufe they expected a prince 

and a conqueror, that 1s, a prince,\who inftead of being 

himfelf cut off, fhould only cut off others. The force of 

this curious reafoning plainly is, that, like the Jews, we 
fhould not only deny the divine, but the fufering charac- 

ter of the Meffiah. 

It is next objected, that “ Chrift himfelf always prayed 

“ to this one God as his God and Father* The whole 

ftrenpth of this objection lies in a denial of the poflibility 

of a divine perfon acting the part of a Mediator. For if 

the Son, in confequence of a voluntary fubftitution in our 

ftead, aflumed human nature, he, in that nature, as a public 
perfon, owed alk thofe duties to which we are bound by the 
law, as far as they could be performed by'one free from 
perfonal fin, and among the reft, that of prayer. The 
work of obedience is afcribed to the whole perfon of the 
Mediator, becaufe of the hypoftatical union: but ftricily 1t 
belonged to the human nature only. As in this nature 
alone he could fuffer; this only, in proper language, could 
be the fubyect of faith, hope, and the other graces that be- 
came him in falfilling all righteoufnefs. Prayer.is afcribed 
to the one Mediator. But it was not properly the act of 
the divine nature, but of the human, fubfifting in his one 
perfon. Therefore, he did not pray to the ome God, as ex- 
cluding his own divine nature; but either to the Father, 
ceconomically confidered as fuftaining the honour of deity 
in the work of redemption; or to God effentially confi- 
dered, as including each divine perfon. Thus the Mefliah 
is addrefled as God, with refpect to his effential dignity, at 


the very time that God is faid to be his God as Mediator, 
Pfal. xlv. 6.—8. Thy throne, O God, ts for ever and ever.— 
God, even thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil of glad- 
aefse What is fubjoined, with refpect to Chrift’s doétrine 


lig and 
* Ibid. p. to. 
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and power, we have fully confidered in another part of 


this work. 
The Doétor afferts that “ the Apoftles, to the lateft pe- 


“ riod of their writing,—reprefent the Father as the one 
“ true God, and Chrift as a man the fervant of God who 
“ raifed him from the dead, and gave him all the power 
“« of which he is poffeffed. as the reward of his obedience *.” 
In proof of this bold afflertion, he refers to Acts 11. 22. 
which we have elfewhere confidered. He alfo quotes, 
y Tim. ii. 5. and Heb. ii. ọ. in fupport of his doctrine. 
But when it is faid,-There zs one God, and one Mediator be- 
tween God and men, the man Chrift Fefus, it 1s not meant 
to confine the deity to the Father, or to affert that the Me- 
diator-is mere man. For the evident defign of the paflage 
‘ts to exhibit God,.not in his effential, but in his oeconomi- 
cal charaCter, as our Saviour, ver. 3. and to fhew that it is 
his will that fome of all orders of men, (ver. 2.) fhould be 
faved and come to the knowledge of the truth, ver. 4. There- 
fore, he points out the only way of being /aved, and that 
truth which it 1s indifpenfably neceflary to now. This 1s 
the way of mediation, which he fhews is neceflarily one, 
by reafon of the unity of the divine nature.’ For we can- 
not fuppofe that there are more ways of mediation than 
one, without fuppofing, as the heathen did, a multiplicity 
of gods, who muft be appeafed one in one way, and ano- 
ther in another. As the moft convincing proof of it being 
the wz/l of God to fave men, it 1s declared that a Mediator 
is provided in their own nature. In this refpect it hath ne- 
ver been denied that he is inferior. Byt muft it thence be 
inferred that he is nothing more than man? The work 
afcribed to him, in the words immediately following, proves 
the contrary. For he gave bimfelf aranfom for all. But 
had he beena mere creature, he could have had no power to 


give bimfelf for others, and his gift would have been of no 


avail. 
” Ibid. p. ro. 
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avail. For the utmoft that a creature can do, he owes to 


the law for himfelf. 

Beçaufe it is faid, 1 Cor. vili. 6. Tọ us there tis but—one 
Lord Fefus Chrifi, it might with equal propriety be argued 
that the Father is excluded from all dominion, as that the 
Son is here excluded from deity, becaufe it is faid, There 


15 one God. It is as eafy to conceive that the Son fhould 
be God in one refpett, and the Mediator between God and 
men in another, as that God fhould reconcile us to 
bimfelf, 2 Cor. v, 18. which language undoubtedly fignifies 
that he employs means for this end ; that although the of- 
fended party, he acts the part of a conciliator. 

As to Heb. ii. 9. Chrift was indeed made a little lower 
than the angels. But it is vain for our author to believe 
this, while he reje@s the defcription given of him in the 
preceding chapter, as infinitely higher than the angels, by 
virtue of his eternal Sonfhip. However, although he 
fhould pay as little regard to the firft chapter of this epiftle 
as he does to the firft chapter of Luke, the very pailage 
quoted might convince him, that the perfon fpoken of pre- 
vioufly exited in a higher character. For it is declared 
that he was MADE 4 little lower,—ror the /uffering of death. 
Now, Dr P. muf grant either that God’s great end in ma- 
fing man, is to fubject him to fuffering and death; or that 
Jefus, as eflentially pofleffing a higher nature, was, by an 
extraordinary act, clothed with the human, for a {pecial 
end, in the accomplifhment of which he had no equal. 
And what was this? It is declared in the very verfe re- 


ferred to,—that he by the grace of God /bould tafte death for 
every man. 

The Door inquires, “ Why was not the doétrine of 
the trinity taught as explicitly, and in as definite a man- 
s ner in the New Teftament at leaft, as the doétrine of 
“ the divine unity is taught 1n both the Old and New Tef- 


“* taments, 
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“* taments, if it be a truth *?” The great defign of God, in 
both Teftaments, 1s to declare his nature and perfedctions, 
not abftractly, but as manifefted in his operations, and efpe. 
cially in the work of our redemption. If, therefore, 
names, attributes, works and worfhip, proper to God only, 
are afcribed to diftin€&t perfons, although one or more of 
thefe be generally defcribed as fent, it is fufheiently clear 
that they muft be divine. If notwithftanding thefe effen- 
tial characters, we deny their deity becaufe of their oeco. 
nomical relations, our guilt is greatly aggravated. For 
we refufe to know God ın the moft amiable, benevolent 
and ufeful charaéter in which he could difcover himfelf. 
The perfonal Wifdom of God, to degrade whom it is our 
author’s great work, gives a fhort but ftriking reply to fuch 
queftions: AU the words of my mouth are—plain to him that 
underflandeth. And again, 4 fcorner feeketh wifdom, and 
JSindeth it not: but knowledge 2s eafy to him that underftand- 
eth, Prov. vit. 8, 9. ; xiv. 6. 
Dr P.adds, ** Why is the dottrine of the unity always 
“ delivered in fo unguarded a manner, and without any 
& exception in favour of a Trinity, to prevent any muiftake 
“ with refpect to it, as 1s always now done in our orthodox 
‘¢ catechi{ms, creeds, and difcourfes on the fubject?”” God 
hath not thought fit to lay down a connetted fyftem of 
truth. He requires it as an aét of homage which we owe 
to him, that we fearch the fcriptures, and compare fpiritual 
things with fpiritual, that we may difcern his will. This 
holds with refpect to all the doétrines of revelation. But, 
indeed, in fome texts the dottrine of a Trinity in unity 
1s as Clearly declared as ever it was in any human creed. 
But what does this avail? Either the plain meaning of 
words 1s denied; or by the help of a manufcript or 
two, we are entirely deprived of the text. The inftitu- 
tion of Baptifm, which is a folemn act of worfhip, con- 


r: tains 
z Ibid, p. I2. 
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tains as unguarded a declaration of the Trinity, to ufe the 
Doctor’s own language, :as any one -refpecting the wmity. 
As thefe orthodox creeds, We. contain the faith of by far 
the greateft part of Chriftians, they clearly fhew that, ac- 
cording to the common fenfe of the Chriftian world, the 
dottrine of a Trinity of perfons is as plainly declared as 


that of unity of effence. 
Our author, in different parts of his work, appeals to 


Deut. vi. 4. undoubtedly confidering it as one of ‘the moft 
guarded expreflions of the unıty. But will he be pleafed to 
inform us, why in this paflage two divine names are intro- 
duced, and one of thefe twice; why ¥ehovab is {faid to be 
one ‘fehovah ; when the Doctor muft be conf{cious that the 
unity, according to his view of 1t, would have been better 
guarded, had ‘fehovab been faid to be one perfon, or fimply 
one; and why one of the names is given in the plural, 
when this circumftance evidently tends, in the moft dire& 
manner, to convey the idea of plurality? If, as 1s allow- 
ed on all hands, one great defign of the Jewifh difpenfation 
was to preferve the doctrine of the divine unity, amıdft the 
corruption of furrounding heathens; if, as-is equally cer- 
tain, the Jews themfelves were greatly addicted to idolatry, 
and eager to embrace the flighteft pretence for polythe:{m ; 
can any fatisfactory reafon be imagined for the frequent 
ufe of this plural expreflion, and efpecially in the procla- - 
mation of the unity, without fuppofing a neceflity for it 
from the nature of God, as implying a plurality in unity? 
Have we not every reafon to believe that, otherwife, it 
‘would have been carefully avoided on every occafion, and 
efpecially on this ; left ıt might prove a fnare, or be plead- 
ed as a pretence, if not for the worfhip of more ¥ebouabs, 
at leaft for the worfhip of more perfons than one, that 1s, 
according to the Socinian hypothefis, of more Gods ? 


The Doctor feems determined, like his worthy friende 
o the 
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the Jews, to charge Jefus with the charatter of a deceiver, 
confidering the manner in which he exprefied himfelf, 
if he entertained the idea of equality with the Father, 
His words, indeed, fill the mind with horror. ‘* It would 
“ be a fhocking abufe of language,” he fays, “and would 
‘s warrant any kind of deception and zmpoftion, if Chrift 
« could be fuppofed to fay, that zs Father was greater 
“ than he*, and yet fecretly mean his Suman nature only, 
“ while his.divine nature was at the fame time, fully equal 
“ to that of the Father +.” Our author does not feem well 
acquainted with the very principles that he oppofes. For 
it ts not faid that Chrift means his human nature only, but 
his mediatory character in general. He could not be faid 
fecretly to mean this, unlefs he had never made himfelf 
known to his difciples in any higher character. Believing 
his equality with the Father as God, we could not charge 


him with a /ecret meaning, not to mention the blafphemous 
idea of deception, although he had not here proclaimed his 
fuperior nature ; as he had done it on many former occa- 
fions. But indeed he had particularly declared this equa- 
lity in the preceding difcourfe. He had reproved Philip 
and the other difciples, becaufe they had not fufficiently 
clear ideas of it; and taught them, not only that the Father 
was in him, but he in the Father, and that in feeing him, 
they had /een the Father, ver.9—14. „He had referred 
them to the great event of the effufion of the Spirit, for a 
more diftind knowledge and ftedfaft faith of this important 
truth, ver. 20. At that day ye fhall know that I am in my 
Father. But as the occafion of thefe declarations, was his 
telling thein that he was to go from them; as this expref- 
fion ftumbled their minds, becaufe it feemed inconfiftent 
with what he had already faid, and to imply inferiority, 
he at length proceeds to {how that his gozms to the Father 


2 . was 
# John xiv. 28. t Ibid. p. 15. 


Chap. I. of Scripture anfwered. 509 


was really in an inferior charatter, as his mediatory fervant, 
and their forerunner. Is there any fecret meaning here? 
Not thofe who believe, but thofe who deny the deity of 
Chrif, afcribe a fecret meaning to htm. For when he lays 
that the Soz of man hath power to forgive fins, our author 
maintains he could only mean that he had-power to declare 
forgivenefs. When he fays, Where 'two or three are 
gathered together in my Name, there am Iin the midh of 
them, Dr P. aflerts, that he could only mean to reprefent 
the power of the difciples with God. ‘When Jefus teftifies 
that he was before Abraham, we are affured’that “ his 
s meaning clearly is, that Abraham fore/aw, and of confe- 
“ quence, was beforehim*.” When he fays, I and the Father 
are one, We are taught that his meaning was, that they were 
one in intention only ; not ın power, in purpofe, in effence, 
or in any of thefe refpects which the term moft naturally im- 
plies, e{pecially according ta its connexion, and in which it 
was underftood by thofe who heard him. 

The Dottor’s reafoning from the conduct of the apoftles, 
as narrated in the Acts, has been formerly examined. He 
exhibits the fame argument in another form. “ Leaft of all 
“ would Chrift have been confidered as a man in rea/foning, 
“and argumentation, though his external appearance fhould 
“ have fo far put men off their guard, as to have led them 
“ to give him that appellation. Had the Apoftle Paul coa- 
“ fidered Chrift as being any thing more than a man, with 
“ re{fpect to his nature, he could never have urged with the 
“ leaft propriety or effect, that, as by man came death, fo by 
“ man came alfo the refurrettion of the deadt. For it 
‘“ might have been unanfwerably replied, This 1s not the 
“ cale; for indeed, by man comes death, but not by man, 


“but by God or the Creator of man, under God, comes 
“ the refurreGtion of the dead t.”” No one who underftood 


the defign of the Apoftle’s reafoning-although fully per- 


fuaded 
© Famit. Iiludtr, p. 22. 2%. 42. + Cor. gv. 21. t Vol. i. v. 19. 
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fuaded of the divinity of our Saviour, would have given 
fuch an dnfwer. For in thefe words, the Apoftle does not 
mean to declare by what power the refurrection is accom- 
plithed, but in what manner this blefling is conveyed to us, 
and the certainty of this conveyance. For the whole pre- 
ceding argument, I Cor. xv. 4.—20. is defigned to fhew 
that the refurrection of Chrift is the great proof of this 
doétrine. Therefore, the different appearances he made, 
after his refurrection, are particularly enumerated. In what 
fenfe it is faid, By man came the refurrettion, 1s undemable 
from the verfe immediately preceding ; But now zs Ghrift 
rifen from the dead, and become the firft fruits of them that 
fept ; and alfo from the verfe immediately following: But 
every man in his own order, Chrift the firft fruits, &c. It 
would have been no uzanfwerable argument to the Apoftle’s 
aflertion, fuppofing him to have believed the divinity of 
Chrift, to have faid, that the refurrection came not dy man, 
but dy God; unlefs the Apoftle had denied the reality of 
Chrift’s human nature. For the truth of his divinity can 
be no argument againft the truth of his humanity. 

When, in the fame chapter, the Apoftle proceeds to de- 
clare the power by which the refurrection is accomplifhed, 
although he afcribes it to Chrift, he {peaks of him in dif- 


ferent terms. He calls him a guzckening /pirit, ver. 45. be- 
caufe he raifes the dead; and the Lord from heaven, 


ver. 47. | 
The Doctor thus proceeds in his reafoning: “ It muft 


“ ftrike every one who gives the leaft attention to the. 
* phrafeology of the New Teftament, that the terms Chrz/t 
“and God, are perpetually ufed in contradiftinction to each 
“ other, as much as God and man; and if we attend ever 
“ fo little to the theory of language, and the natural ufe of 
« words, we fhall be fatisfied that this would not have been. 
* the cafe, if the former could have been predicated of the 

“ latter, 
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‘latter, that is, 1f Chrift had been God.” C rik and God 
are ufed as diftinét terms; but not 1n-contradiftindtion, as 
denoting diverfity of nature, far lefs as contradiftinguifhed 
in the degree afflerted. For if this were the cafe, not one 
of thefe terms would ever be applied to both perfons ; nor 
would the work denoted by either, as effential to that per- 
fon to whom the term belongs, be afcribed to the other. It 
is not faid that the Father is ever called Chrif. But it is 
evident that Chrift is often called God. The Word was 


God.— Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever. That Jefus 
is meant in both places, hath been already proved. The 


very term Coéri/i, although a name of office, implies that 
the perfon to whom it belongs is eflentially divine. For he 
1s anointed with the Spirit without meafure. And can this 
be afferted of a creature? He is anointed as the moft Holy, 
Dan. ix. 24. And can this defignation belong to a man 
naturally as much expofed to fin as we are? He 1s anoint- 
ed, as the begotten Son of God, Pfal. u. ‘Therefore, to fay 
that “ the terms Griff and God are as much contradiftin- 
“ oulfhed as God and man,” is to imagine a vain thing, in 
plotting againft the Lord and his Anointed.. Only fubftitute 
the word man for Chrift in many places of the New Te- 
{tament, and obferve what a. plea/ant effect it will have, as 
to the faith and confolation of Chriftians! Baptifing them 
in the name of the Father, that 1s, of God, and of A MAN, 
‘and of the Holy Ghoft.—The grace of MAN, and the love of 
God, be with you. Paul, an Apoftley not of men, neither by 
man, but by A MERE MAN, and God the Father, ‘Se. 
He further obferves: “ We fay the prince and the king, ~ 

4¢ becaule the prince is not the king.” ‘This is true in hu- 
man concerns. But it does not apply here. For royalty is 


as eflential to the Son as to the Father. He is the fellow of 
, JEHOVAH of hofts. If he had not been really in the ftate of 


God, how could he have emptzed bimfelf? Can a perfon 
empty 


či Objeltions from the Tenor, 8c. Book IV, 


empty himfelf of that which he néver poffeffed; nay, from 
which he hath ftill been infinitely removed? This analogical 
argument goes beyond the mark. If it prove any thing, it 
proves that Chrift is ‘not ‘a hing. Does our author really 
mean to affert this? It would only be a completion ‘of his 

work. I do not-wonder that thofe who fay, How can thts 
man fave us? fhould be unwilling to fubmit to his:govérm-. 
ment. This kind of language reminds one of the ungracious 
reply of the churlifh Nabal, concerning the type; Wo ts 


David? and who ts the fon of Fele ? there be many fervants 
now a-days that break away every man from bis me fler, 


i Sam. XXV. 10. 
Paul indeed “ fays that the church at Corinth was Chrif’s, 


“ and that Chrift is God’s.” But it will not follow, that 


“ he could have no idea of Chrift being God, in any proper 
& fenfe of the word.” For in this affertion the Doctor ftill 


{uppofes what he has not proved, that it is 1mpoflible for 


him who bumbleth himfelf to behold the things that are done 
‘ an heaven, and on earth, to humble himfelf fo far as to take 


upon hin the form of a fervant. The Apoftle had certainly 
BO idea that the church was a man’s. 


C H A P. II. 


An examination of the Argument againft the Divinity of 
Chrift, from the pretended Difficulty of racing the Time 
when it was firft divulged. 


HE Doétor’s: nicely-conftructed. chain of reafoning 
from the fuppoflable /urprz/e, and doubt, and béfta- 


tion, and /peculation, and debate, which muft have been oc. 


cafioned by the firft. preaching of the divinity of the Son *, 
o falls 


* Ibid. p. 23, 24+ 
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falls entirely to pieces, in confequence of what has been 
formerly proved, that the ancient Jews believed a plurality 


of perfons 1n the divine eflence, and that the firft preachers 
of the Gofpel really exhibited Jefus as a divine perfon. 

He further afferts, that “ it cannot be faid that John Bap- 
“ tit preached any fuch dottrine *.”? But that this was the 
great article of his teftimony concerning Jefus, we have 
alfo hewn. 

On the fame fubjett of our Saviour’s deity he propofes 


this queftion ; “ If it had ever been known to Peter, can we 
** fuppofe that he could have denied him as he did +?” Might 
not any infidel plead as ftrongly, from this circumittance, 


againft Chrift being the Meffiah? Might it not be faid, 
Had Peter ‘believed he was the Saviour of the world, and 
as himfelf afterwards declares, that there was not /alvation 
zn any other, “ can we fuppofe that he would have denied 
‘him as he did?” Itis not eafy to fay, how far‘a perfon 
may go under the power of temptation. Our author him- 
felf, as he informs us, was once “ a Trinitarian, and prayed 
“ confcientioufly to the three perfons without diftinétion,— 
‘© in the ferious fimplicity of his heart,—impreffed with a 
* full perfuafion that all the three perfons were fully equal 
«in all divine attributes ¢.””. Doubtlefs, he then thought 
that his perfuation was founded on as good a ground as any 
that Peter could have, the word of God wha cannot ite: 
and had any one told him that he would afterwards deny 
the fecond Perfon, and do his utmoft to prove that he was 
a mere man, he might have ‘been apt to reply, wich the 
fame Peter, Lord, though all men fhould be offended decaufe 
of thee, yet will I never be offended ; or, in the words of Ha- 
zael to the prophet, Js thy fervant a dog, that he fhould do 
this great thing ? 2 Kin. viii. 13. We would rejoice ‘to 

Vor. I. Kk hear 


* Vol, T. p. 25. -+ Jbid. p. a9. $ Ibid. p..4t. 
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hear that, like Peter, our author had alfo wept bitterly be- 
caufe of his denial. 

He endeavours, by a very curious maneuvre, to avert 
the force of the confeflion of Thomas. “ If it be fuppofed,’’ 
he fays, “ that Thomas was acquainted with this moft ex- 
“ traordinary part of his Mafter’s character, which led him 
“to cry, My Lord and my God*, when he was con- 
“ vinced of his refurrection, as he was not one of the three 
“ who had been entrufted with any /ecrets, ıt muft have 
“ been known to all the ¢we/ve, and to Judas Ifcartot among 
“ the reft. And fuppofe him to have known, and to have 
“« believed, that Jefus was his God and Maker, was it pof- 
“ fible for him, or for any man, to have formed a delibe- 
“ rate purpofe to betray him ;—or if he had only heard of 
“ the pretenfion, and had not believed it, would he not 
“ have made.fome advantage of that impofition, and have 
“ made the difcovery of this, as well as of every thing elfe 
“ that he knew to his prejudice? ¢” Some things are fo 
weak as {carcely to deferve, or even to admit of an an{wer. 
One inference, however, natively occurs from the reafon- 
ing both in this, and in the preceding quotation ;—that the 
doctrine, of Socinians, according to their own confeffion, 
tends greatly to relax the influence of faith in Chrift, and 
to render the adherence of the foul to him extremely feeble. 
It muft neceflarily make men bad martyrs; ftill prefenting 
a temptation to apoftacy. For our author does not {eem 
to think it near fo great a crime to deny Chrzft, as to deny 
God. The moft that can be faid in favour of fuffering for 
the Saviour, is, that it is daring to die for a good man. 

It was certainly as poffible for Judas to betray his God, 
as his Saviour. He could have done neither, had he really 
believed the truth, either of Chrift’s divinity, or of his me- 
diatory character. But whatever faith he had, was dead. 


He 


* John xx. 28. t Ibid. p. 25,28. 
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He had no God but Mammon. He fought no /a/vation, but 
what came from the bag. Befides, Satan had entered into 


his Heart. With the fame propriety, therefore, might it be 
afked, ‘Is it poflible for Satan to carry on a conftant war 
“ again{ft God, to whom he, as a creature, owes his being ?” 
But, perhaps, the Doctor may decline to meet me on this 
ground, as the exiftence of the devil feems to be no article 
in his creed. It is queftionable, if he believes him to be even 
an occafional being. ‘“ Whatever,’ he fays, ‘ 1s afcribed 
“ to this being will appear, if we confider the circumftan- 

‘ces of the feveral narrations, to be derived from nothing 
“ but the irregular paflions of men, which are, of them- 
“ felves, a caufe adequate to the effect *.” Like the defcrip- 
tion of Wz/dom in the book of Proverbs, all 1s allegory! 
But does not the Jearned Gentleman deferve our thanks 
for his generofity ? As he bereaves us of that gracious An- 
gel who is able to fave, he endeavours to rid us of that 
evil one. who has been generally viewed as the inftrument 
in punt/bing. 

„As little, furely, can be inferred, again{t the deity of 
Chrift, from- the filence of Judas on this article, as againft 
his Meffiahfhip ; becaufe we have no evidence that he crl- 
minated our Saviour with refpect to this. Such filly nega- 
tive evidence, from the treafon or filence of one difciple, 
can be no argument againft the exprefs teftimony of ano- 
ther. The amount of this reafoning is; *‘ Becaufe we 
“« know the treafon of a falfe difciple, we mutt reject the 
“ confeflion of a true one. Becaufe Judas fays nothing with 
“ refpect to the divinity of Chrift, we are not to believe 
“« Thomas in what he does fay.” _ 

I. fhall only add that the perfect harmony, between the 
reafoning of Dr P. on this occafion, and that of the infidel 


Jew in. Celfus, muft ftrike every one who is acquainted 


Kk 2 with 
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with the work ‘of Origen in reply to him. Their arrows, 
equally pointed againft divine truth, are fo'mich ‘alike, that 
dite would think they had ‘been drawn fromthe fame qui- 
vet. “ How can we reckon him God,” does he fay, “© whe 
(was bafely ‘taken, being betrayed by thofe whom he 
“ called his difciples?=+Did it become him who was a: 
“counted the Saviour, and 'the Son ‘of God ‘moft high, ‘and 
“this meffenger, to be ‘betrayed and ‘delivered up by his 
“familiat friends,” €c*. There is this difference, 
however, that the ‘heathen -philofopher had penetration 
enough to ‘obfetve that 'the argument was ‘of equal force 
apainft Jefus being the Meffiah, ‘and ‘therefore, againft the 
whole’of ‘the ‘Chriftian ‘révelation. 

The ‘Doétor, ‘in another work, ‘comes a little'clofer to the 
pomt. Of'the words of Thomas ‘he fays; “ This is ‘an 
“ -abrupt ‘exclamation, and no connected fentence at all, and 
& feems to have proceeded ‘from -a-convittidn, fuddenly pro. 
“duced in ‘the Apoftle’s imind, that he who ftood before 
“ him was, indeed, his Lord and Mafter’ raifed to life by 
“‘the power-of-God. The refixtrée@tion ‘of 'Chrift and ‘the 
“ -power ‘of ‘God, -had fo néar a- connexion, that a convic- 
“ ‘tion of the’orie‘cduld nct but be ‘attended ‘with an ‘ac- 
“ Knowwledgment of the other t.” When he-calls the còn- 
feflion‘of Thomas “an abrupt exclamation,” -he-infinuates 
nearly 'the ‘fame ‘thing with thofe who have fuppofed the 
language’of-the ‘Apoftle tobe equivalent to ‘ore‘of thefe un- 
meaning ‘and ‘irréverent ‘addreffes, fo commonly’ made, in 
. our time, to the Majefty “of héaven-; uth as, ! God blefs ‘mel 
Good-Goil ! tc. “His words ‘evidéntly“éxprefs admiration 
and furprife, perhaps immediately‘excited by the difcovery 
fefus made of his having-heard his language to'the difciples, 
although not prefent-as to°his’*human nature; nor, as Tho- 
mas might be ‘fully affilred, informed ‘bythem, none dÉ 

the rh. 

x Origin cont. Celf. lib, 2; p; 62. 4'Pamil Ilur p: 33- 


the, confeffion of Thomas was, as to its immediate occafion, 


{milar to that of Nathanael, when Jefus declared that he 
had fecn him, under the fig-tree, John i. 48, 49. : although 
beth muft be ultimately referred to the divine power of 
Jefus influencing the heart. For xo man can Jay, that Jefus 
15 the Lord, but by the Holy Ghofl,. 

The words of Thomas form as connected a fentence as the 
occafion required. It js connected in its parts. For the 


particle aad connedts the firft part of the addrefs with the 
fecond ; necéflarily referring both to one perfon. It 1s con- 
nected with what our Lord had faid. For the Spirit de- 
clares itto be the anfwer of Thomas; Then Thomas an- 
fwered. The whole 1S addretled to Jefus: Lomas anfwereg 
and faid unto him, It mult be admitted that the whole fen- 
tence was addrefled to Chrift, or denied that any of 1f was 
fo. For, if there be any meaning in language; thefe words, 
faid unto him, mutt denote that, Jefus is the object of the laft, 
as well as of the firft part of the addrefs. He not only an- 
fwered qand Jud ynta him, M Y Lord ; ; but he anfwered and 
faid unto him, My God. Little connexion as our author 
finds in thefe words, he takes care not to ftrengthen it by 
his explanaticn. To fay that Thomas referred to the power 
of God, is introducing a new fubject without the flightelt 
ground from the paflage; nay, in dire oppofition to the 
yery language of infpiration, Here we beg leave to remind 
the author of his own words : “ There 1s no ule in language, 
“ nor any guard again{ft deception, if fuch liberties as thefe 
“ are to be allowed *.” 
He proceeds to reafon in this manner: “ Jf the doétrine 
“ of the divinity of Chrift had been actually preached by 
“ the sApoitles, and the Jewilh converts im general had 
K k 3 “ adopted 
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“ adopted it, it could not but ‘have been well known to the 
“unbelieving Jews. ‘And would they, who were ‘at that 
“ time,’ and’ have been ever fince, fo exceedingly` zealous 
“ with refpect to the doétrine of the divine unity, ‘not have 
“ taken the alarm, and have urged this objection to Chrifti- 
“ anity, as teaching the belief of more Gods than one, ‘in 
“ the Apoftolic age? And yet. no trace of any thing `of 
“ this nature can be perceived in the whole hiftory of the 
so book of A&s, or any where elfe in the New Teftament*.” 
But all this reafoning proceeds on a fuppofition, the falfity 
of which we have already proved, that the Jews had no 
notion of a plurality of divine perfons. We have feen that, 
during Chrift’s miniftrations, they’ often accùfed him as a 
blafphemer, for making bimfelf er eyual with God, by calling 
God bis own Father ; and that at length they condemned 
him on this very ground.’ Such a conftruGtion of our Sa- 
viour’s language could never have occurred to them, had 
they not had fome idea of God having a proper Son, ' equal 
with himfelf: They could not therefore accufe the A poftles 
on this head, without criminating the national, traditionary 
and revealed faith. We know that bitter enemies lay hold 
of every expreffion that can by any means be conftrutted 
to the’prejudice of thofe whom they oppofe. But “ it could 
“ not but have been well known to the unbelieving Jews,” 
that the Apoltles afcribed the pouring out of the Spirit to 
Jefus, Adts ii. 17. 23. that they proclaimed ‘falvation to” 
thofe who called on bis name, ver. 21. afferted that’ it was 
not poffible that he could be holden’ of: death; ver. 24. de- 
{cribed him as Lord, and as fitting at the right hand of JE- 
NOVAH, ver. 34. as the object of faith, ver. 38: ‘as the holy 
One, the just One, the Author of life, chap. ili. 14, 15: afcri- 
bed infinite power to his Name, ver. 16. and: declared his 


power to bles them, in turning every one of them:-from their 


imiguities, 
* Ibid. p. 29, 30. 
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iniquities, ver. 26. They had affirmed to the very rulers, 
that there was zot /alvation in any other, chap. iv. 12. and 
that it belonged to him to prve repentance and ‘forgivene/s, 
chap. v. 31. &&c*: -The leaft that can be fuppofed, is, 
that their enemies were convinced, that they afcribed to 
Jefus thofe charaéters which their church and nation had 


always afcribed to the true God. When, therefore, we 
do not find the leaft reflection on thefe dodctrines as blaf- 


phemy, the argument is much ftronger again{ft the Doctor 
than for him. 'Forit is impoflible to conceive, that they 
fhould not have exhibited this charge againtft the Apoftles, 
had they not been fecretly convinced that they afcribed no 
more to Jefus than what their own {criptures afcribed to the 


Angel of the covenant. Therefore, they donot venture to 
blame the minifters of Jefus for giving too much honour to 
the Son of God, whom they proclaimed as the Meffiah ; 
but for teaching that a man, whom they had crucified, was 
he: juft as they had accufed and condemnéd Jefus, not for 
faying, as they underftood his language,' that the Father 
had a proper Son, equal with himfelf; but becaufe he, being 
a man, and as they apprehended, nothing more, made him- 
felf equal with God. | 
it may be thought that this does not remove the difh- 
culty, becaufe, as the Dottor obferves, “ as foon as ever 
“ the Jews had any pretence for it, we find them fufficient- 
“ ly quick and vehement in urging this their great objec- 
“ tion to Chriftianity.” This was not originally their 
great objection ; for as we have feen, they had fufficient 
pretence for it from the beginning of the Baptift’s miniftry. 
They may now make this pretence. But they did not at 
firit reject Jefus, becaufe too much was afcribed to him in 
a {piritual refpect, but becaufe too little was afcribed to 
him in a carnal. The Spirit of God exprefsly informs us 


Kk 4q that 
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that the /ffumbling-block of the Fews was the crafs. Their 
unbelief was, foretold as what would turn on this very 


hinge. He jhali grow up—as a root out of a dry ground: 
he hath no form nor comelinef/s ; and when we foall fee bim, 


there 1s no beauty that we foould defire him. He is defpifed 
and rejeted of men, Ifa. liii. 2, 3. The want of external 
form, that 1s, of worldly greatnefs, 1s evidently aligned as 
the reafon of rejection. While our Lord was on earth, 
they never objected to the application of thele words to 
the Mefliah ; The Lord faid unto my Lord, Sit thou at my 
rig bt hand. 

But it is undeniable that, fince the reje¢tion of that people 
by God, they have become far darker in all their appre- 
henfions with refpeét to revealed truth; and finding that 
the Chriflians argued from their conceflions and interpre- 
tations of Scripture, have either renounced or obfcured 
{ome of their more ancient doctrines. We need not won- 
der that this fhould be the cafe in regard to the dottrine of 
a plurality, when it 1s undeniable that many paffages, which 
their more ancient interpreters applied to the Mefliah, 
have, in later times, from thejr hatred of Chriftianity, been 
almoft univerfally denied to have any fuch meaning. To 
refer to that only which has been quoted above from Pfal. 
cx.; had it not been the eftablifhed opinion .of the Jews, 
during our Saviour’s abode on earth, that thefe words re- 
{pected the Mefhah, we cannot conceive that the Pharifees 
fhould have been fo puzzled, as our author fays, to give a 
proper an{wer. Yet by the time that Juftin Martyr wrote, 
they had fo accommodated their religious fyftem to their 
neceflities, that 1t was generally denied that this-paflage 
had any fuch reference. For he /afferts, in his Dialogue 


with a Jew, that the Rabbies “ prefumed to apply it to 
Hezekiah *.” 


An 
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An obfervation brings up the rear of this feétion, which, 
according to the firft principles laid down by the Dottor 
himielf, gives an unlucky itroke to the whole of the fore- 
going hy pothefis : “It is really fomething extraordinary,” 

he fays, “ that this opinion, that Chrift was the medium of 
& all the divine commnuications to mankind under the 
“ Old Teftament Difpenfation, fhould have been /o readily 
“ received, and have /pread fo generally as it did among 
“ Chriftians, when it not only.has no countenance from 
“ Scripture, but is expredsly contradicted by the author of 
* the epiftle to the Hebrews *.” Were the laft part of 
this affertion true, or 1n other words, were there any truth 
in what Dr P. has taken fo much trouble to prove, that 
iuch an idea was never entertained before, or in, the apo- 
ftolic age; the circumftance mentioned would be really exe 
traordinary. For, as the Chriftian church received all 
her dostrines by means of Jewith converts, who are fup- 


pofed to have been fuch firm believers in the divine wzzty, 
according to the Socinian fenfe; fhe muft have been as 
fully. eftablifhed in the belief of the mere humanity of 
Jefus, as in that of his being Mefhiah. Now, let our au- 
thor apply his own principles. As all the firit Chri- 
ftians firmly believed that their Mefliah was a mere man, 


that there was but one perfon in the divine effence, and 
that any other doćtrine was heathenifh polytheifm and 


idolatry; “ the doctrine of Chrift’s having had any exift- 
“ ence or {phere of action, before he came into the world 
« (as that of his having been the medium of all divine com- 
‘© munications to the patriarchs, and efpecially the doctrine 
‘© of his being equal to God the Father himfelf) muft have 
s been new and extraordinary dottrines,—mutft have been 
 firft heard with great /urprife, probably received with 
© fome doubt and Seftation, and could not but excite much 

| “ fpeculation 
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“ fpeculation and debate : > for * thefe ote always the con- 


s fequences of the promulgation of new and extraordinary 
“ opinions, the minds of men not having been previoufly 
“ prepared to receive them *.”° Yet our author acknow- 
ledges that this very opinion, ‘‘ that Chrift was the medium 
“ of all divine communications to mankind, during the Old 
“ Teftament, this zew and extraordinary doctrine, was 
M readily received, and Spread generally among Chriftzans.” 


This is really Something extraordinary, and muft undoubt- 
edly be confidered as not entirely reconcileable to the 


Dottor’s twelfth Maxim of MHiftorical Criticifm; that 
‘¢ great changes in opinion are not ufually made of a fud- 
“ den, and never by great bodies of men ¢.” The Doctor 
may alfo pleafe to apply the fixteenth Maxim, which al- 
though not meant to be applied in this manner, anfwers as 
well as if ıt had been framed for the purpofe. ‘* When a 
‘“ time is given, in which any very remarkable and 1n- 
“ terefting opinion was not believed by a certain clafs of 
« people, and another time in which the belief of it was 
« general, the introduction of fuch an opinion may always 
“ be‘known by the effets which it will produce upon the 
“« minds, and in the conduct of men; by the alarm which 
“ it will give to fome, and the defence of it by others. If, 
« therefore, zo alarm was given, and no defence of it was 
‘S made within any ‘particular period, it may be concluded 
“ that the introduétion of it did not take place within that 
‘¢ period f.” 

But he leaves this circumftance juft as extraordinary as 
he found it. And for a very good reafon. Its a bar in 


his way, which he may overleap, but cannot remove. He 
perceives, that it is impoffible to account for this fa@t, even 


when he has the choice of his principles. Jt directly op- 
pofes them. It is, indeed, abfolutely incredible, that the 


doctrine 
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doctrine referred to fhould have been fo generally received 
in the fecond century, unlefs it had really been the doctrine 
of the firft. i 

€ 'Thus, the Difficulty of tracing the time tn which the doc- 
trine of the Divinity of Chrift was firft divulged, inf{tead of 
being an argument which, as our author fays, “ concludes 
“very ftrongly againft” the truth of this dotrine, eventually 
prov es an infurmountable objection to the truth of his own. 
That it was divulged fome time or other, cannot be denied. 
Butas he cannot difcern any of thefe appearances which 
“ are always the confequence of the promulgation of a new 
“‘and extraordinary doctrine ;” it muft follow; that even 
at the time that he fixes for its promulgation, it was not 
accounted-either mew or extraordinary. 

But infolvable as he finds this difficulty upon philofophi- 
cal, hiftorical, or critical principles; ' the good man tries 1t 
by thofe of Scripture. This is fomewhat out of his ordi- 
nary line; as he very feldom prefers faith to philofophy.: 
But fech a deviation might be neceflary on an extraordi- 
nary occafion. Although he reckons the rea/onzng of the 
Apoftle Paul often zzconclufve, he is willing to be indebted 
to him, when he finds that his own 1s more fo. He 1s fa- 
tisfied that this do€trine “ is exprefsly contradicted by the 
“ author of the epiftle to the Hebrews, in Heb. i. 1. God 
“ who at fundry times, and in divers manners, [pake in time 
“ paft unto the fathers by the prophets, has in thefe laft days 
“© /poken unto us by his Son. Again, chap. vu. 2, 3. Ifthe 
“ word fpoken by angels was ftedfaft, e. how fhall we 
“ efcape, if we neglect fo great falvation; which at the firft 
‘ began to be fpoken by the Lord. What can be more 
‘s evident,” does he fay, “ than that the writer of*this 


6 epiftle had no idea of God having {poken to mankind 
“ by his Son before the time of the gofpel *?” The Doéctor, 
by introducing the firft paflage as oppofed to the orthodox 


fy{tem, 
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fyftem, fhews how little he attends even to its firft prin- 
ciples. It 1s fuppafed, indeed, that all the appearances, 
made by God, under the Old Teftament, were in the fe- 
cond Perfon; and, affirmed that the. Spirit who was in the 
prophets acted as the Spirit of Chrift, being fent by him, 
But we know of none who have fuppofed that, in thefa 
refpects, the Son acted abfolutely, or merely as the fecond 
Perfon. As the order of operation corre{ponds to the 
order of fubfiftence, this, halds not only in all the eflential, 
but in all the ceconomica} works of God. The contriıvanog 
of redemption, and the miffion of the, fecond Perlan, as 
Mediator, being immediately afcribed to the Father, all the 
communications that have been made to the: church, are. 
viewed as revelations of what is primarily, though not ex- 
clufively, bis will. Therefore, when it 13 urged that the 
{fecond Perfon appeared under the Old Teftament, it 1s 
always underftood that he acted as the Meffenger of the 
Father, in confequence of his own voluntary engagement 
in the everlafting covenant. 

It is granted that the Father is meant, in this place, by 
the term God. But when it 1s faid that he /pake by the 
prophets, it is not the intention of the infpired writer to 
deny that the Son acted the part of a federal Meffenger 
between the Father and the prophets, 1n communicating 
his will to them by his Spirit. For the only oppofition 
here ftated, is between thofe who immediately communi- 
cated the will of God under the different difpenfations. 
The Father is faid to have fpoken, under the Old Tefta- 


ment, by. the prophets; becaufe they were the immediate 
inftruments of delivering his will ta the church. But it 
is declared that, 2 thefe laft times he hath fpoken-—by the 
Son; becanfe the great falvation began to be fpoken by the 
Lord himfelf. 


Objection from the Difficulty 


By 
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By a parity of-reafon, our author might plead that this 

language, /pake by the prophets,“ fhews that “ the writer 

‘had no idea'that God on any occafion fpake to mankind" 

by any other inftraments than the prophets, “ before the 

‘time of the gofpel.” But the very text brought in as 

another proof of the Doctors affertion, fhews that others 

were employed. For the law is called the word /poken by an- 

bels, becaufe of their being ufed as inftruments in producing 

the lightenings, thunderings, earthquake, found of a trum- 
pet, and voice of words in which it was expreffed. Thence 
this law is faid to have been ordained by angels, and given 
by the difpofition of angels. But God ‘the Father did net 
employ them immediately. The Son atted ‘as Angel of 
the covenant, ufit'g them ‘as miniftring {pirits between him- 
felf ‘and the people of Ifrael. In this fenfe alone can we 
underftand what 1s faid by Stephen, when giving an ac- 
count of Mofes; This is he who was in the church in the 
wrldernefs, with the Angel who [pake ta him in the Mount 
Sinai, -Aéts ‘vii. 38. This, as we have formerly proved, 
could be no ‘other ‘than that Angel who afterwards infor- 
med the Ifraelites that he had {worn unto their fathers, 
faying, Z will never break my covenant with you, Judg. 11. I- 
This was a divine Perfon, although in the charatter of a 
tneflenger ; the very fame who was afterwards made fle/h. 
For he ‘who afcended ‘is the fame who defcended on Mount 
Sinai, and was there in the midit of ‘his angelic hofts, Pfal. 
lxviii. 17, 18. But-our author is not entirely fatished ; 
notwithftanding the abundant fupply borrowed from an 
infpited writer, when analogical reafoning, hiftorical criti- 
eifm, and fuppofition itfelf have failed him. He ventures 
another throw at the old game; ‘and it is his laft. “ To 
“the Jews, however,” he fays, “ the Arian dodrine muft 
“have been more novel than that‘of the ‘orthodox Ghri- 


“ftians in the time’of Juftm Martyr, and therefore, would 
3 i probably 
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“ probably have been received with more furprize.” . The 
Doctor has found himfelf under a neceffity of acknow- 
ledging that the promulgation of the orthodox fyftem was 
not attended with any of thefe circumftances, which “ are 
‘“‘ always the confequence of a new and extraordinary doc- 
“« trine,” and he attempts to account for this extraordinary 


fact, by aflerting that, as the orthodox fy{tem preceded the 


Arian, it would not be fo /urprizing, that 1s, fo obnoxious 
to the Jews as the latter would have been. 

But I cannot perceive that he has any ground for this 
affertion. Not only does Dr P. himfelf confider, but he 
endeavours to fhew that the Jews “ confider three perfons 
“© as three Gods, and that this tritheifm fhocks them *.” 
While, therefore, it is granted that, in the time of Juftin 
Martyr, the Son was held to be a diflinct perfon from the 
Father ; according to.the principles afcribed to the Jews, 
they muft have confidered him as a di/tin@ God, as muchas 
the idol of the Arians. Indeed, it would feem that, accor- 
ding to the Dottor’s own account of the Jewifh faith, the 
Arian doétrine would have occafioned Je/s-furprize. For 
he has formerly aflerted that “ angels {peak in the name of 
“ Godt;” and he doubtlefs adopts this opinion as perfectly 
agreeable to the Jewifh theology. It 1s allo mentioned as 
a Jewifh idea, that “ God fpake to angels, when he faid, 
Tet us make mant.” If therefore, according to them, 
angels might be of God’s counfel in the work of creation, 
and {peak in the name, nay, as reprefenting the very per- 
fon of ‘fehovah, while the divine unity remained uninjured; 
it could only be carrying the matter a little farther to fup- 
pofe a fupereminent angel, or even a fuperangelic being to 
be created:by God, and to be employed as his inftrument 
in creating the reft of his works. Our author. does not 
reckon. even, the latter fuppofition repugnant to reafon, or 
inimical to the divine unity... For “ God,” he fays, “ mzght 


oS ee “ have 
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“ have created one being of fuch extraordinary power, as 
« fhould make it unneceflary for him to exert any more 
“creative power; fo that all that remained of creation 
“ might be delegated to that great derived being *.” Now, 
if our author, in perfect confiftence with Unitarian princi- 
ples, can form fuch a fuppofition, he cannot refufe that the 
Jews, referred to, might have done the fame; unlefs he 
means to grant that he has not fuch ftrict ideas of divine 


unity as they had. 


C H A P. III. 


A confideration of the Argument againft the Divinity of 
Chrifti from his not being the Object of Prayer. 


UR Saviour himfelf,” Dr P. obferves, ‘ always 

. prayed to his Father, and with as much humility 
‘and refignation as the moft dependent being in the uni- 
“ verfe could poflibly do; always addrefling him as des 
‘© Father, or the author of his being; and he directs his dif- 
a ‘(ciples to pray to the fame Great Being, whom only, he 
“ fays, we ought to ferve t°? We have already fpoken of 
Chrift’s praying. But we would wifh to know from the 
learned Gentleman, if fuch language as that, Father, I will, 
(John xvii. 24.) become “ the moft dependent being in the 
‘univerfe?” Jefus indeed addrefles God as his -Father: 
and it may be admitted that God the Father was the au- 
thor of his human nature. For it is written, Z body baft 
thou prepared me. But this did not exclude the: divine 


agency of the fecond Perfon ; elfe it never could have been 
faid, that he took upon him the form of a fervant, Phil. 


ji. 7. that be bimfelf took part of fief and blood, Heb. ii. 
14. that be took on him the feed of Abraham, ver. 16. But 


A. he 
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he feems e{pecially to call God bzs Father, to exprefs his 
faith in God as well pleafed with him in'his Mediatory cha. 
ratter, for bis righteoufnefs Jake, and in him with all his 
fpiritual feed. For when it is foretold that the Meffiah 
fhall addrefs God as 475 Father, this charaéter is connected 


with others expreffive of a federal relation: He /ball cry 


unto me, Thou art my Father, my God, and the rock of my 
falvation, Pfal. lxxxix. 26. 


This paragraph ends with fomething very like a fallacy ; 
—““ whom only, he fays, we ought to ferve. According to 


the connexion of the fentence, tbe Father is the fubject re- 
ferred to by the pronoun whom. ‘Thence, one who would 
take the words upon Dr P.’s quotation, would infer that 


Jefus had faid, Tou /balt worfbip the Father thy God, and 
him only fhalt thou ferve; as entirely excluding himfelf. 


But his language is, Thouy fhalt worfhip the Lord thy God, 
&c. not as particularizing any perfon, but the one eflence, 
in oppofition to that claim of worfhip impudently made by. 
the Devil, Mat.iv.-9. I afk the Doétor’s pardon, as he 
does not admit that there is fuch a being. For he tells us, 
with almoft unparalleled impiety, that “ all that may really 
“be meant by Jefus being tempted of the devil, may be, 
“ that the improper thoughts mentioned in the courle of 
& the narrative, either occurred to himfelf in his private 
“ meditations, or were fuggefted by {fome other perfon *.”’ 
The abfurdity of both thefe fuppofitions is fo obvious, 
that an illuftration of it would be an infult on the rea- 
der’s underftanding. With refpect to the impiety of the 
firft, I fhall only obferve, that it fhews, in a ftriking light, 
what low thoughts Socinians have of him whom, out of 
compliment, they call their Saviour. Not only do they 

deny him to be the infinitely Holy God, but to be perfeétly 

finlefs, as man. For it is ampofhble that -fuch thoughts 

could occur to one’s felf, without any external agency, whe- 


ther they were indulged or not, without an inward princi- 
ple 
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| ple of fin. It is not at all furprifing, that the Dostor fhould 


be fo anxious to get rid of the miraculous conception ; as 
he does not believe that even what was born of Mary was 
a boly thing. 

He has a great deal of probable reafoning with refpec& to 
Chrift, as the object of prayer. But it is of no avail what- 
oever again{t the evidence of faés. He, indeed, attempts 
to prove that the firft Chriftians never prayed to their Lord 
and Saviour. With this view he quotes 1 Pet. iv. 19. Lee 
them that fuffer according to the will of God, commit the 
keeping of their fouls unto him in well-doing as unto a fath- 
Jul Creator *. But it has been formerly obferved, that 
even where the name God occurs, it 1s often to be under- 
ftood as denoting the whole divine effence ;' and although 
Jefus be mentioned in connexion, as Mediator, yet not as 
excluding him from that honour which is his prerogative as 

God. Are we to view him, to whom we commit our 
fouls, as a faithful Creator ? Then, furely, either Socinians 
call Jefus the author of the new creation in folemn mocke- 
ry; or he muft be worthy of this truft. For he who 
makes us new creatures, if there be any truth in the lan- 
guage, muft be as really our Creator as he who gave us be- 


ing at firft. 


Dr P. alfo quotes 1 Pet. v. 19. The God of all grace who 
hath called us unto his eternal glory, by Fefus Chrift, after 
that ye have fuffered a while, make you perfeG, flabli~, 
ftr engthen, fettle'you. Here, indeed, Chrift is mentioned as 
the way. But becaufe nothing more is faid in this paflage, 
it will not prove that he has no higher character ; it cannot 

` avert the force of other paffages, in which the fame work 
is afcribed to him, which Dr P. undoubtedly confiders as a 
proof of Supreme Deity. With this paffage let the Doc- 
tor, according to his fyftem, reconcile the following words ; 


Now, our Lord Fefus Chrif himfelf, and God even cur Fa- 


Vor. I. Ll ther, 
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ther,—comfort your hearts, and flablifb you ın every good 
word and work, 2 Thef. 11. 16, 17. | 

Our author fays; “ Let us now attend to fome particu. : 
“lars in the Hiftory of the Apoftles.” We cordially ac- 
cede to the propofal, being convinced that the more,this 
hiftory is examined, the more will the falfity of our au- 
thor’ s fyitem appear. “« When Herod,” he fays, “ had put 
“to death James, the brother of John, and imprifoned Pe- 
“ ter, we read, “Acts xu. 5. that prayer was made without 
“ ceafing of the church unto God, not to Chrift, for bim.” 


But the point that the Doétor has yet to prove, is, that this 
prayer was exclufively made to the Father. We have at 
leaft as good reafon to believe that this prayer was heard 
and anfwered by the Son, as that it was made to the Father. 


For’ Peter fays; Now, I know of a Jurety, that the Lord 
hath fent his Angel, and hath delivered me, ver. 11. But 
our author informs us that * this term, tbe Lord, generally 
i fignifies Chrift *.” And the moft that can be faid of the 
other, 1s that it generally fignifies the F ather. But we are 
to únderftand neither exclufively. For we have as good 
evidence that Jefus is the`oze Lord, as our opponents have 
that the Father is the oze God. 

We are alfo told that “ when Paul and Silas were in pri- 
‘fon at Philippi, they /uzg prazfes to God, not to Chrift, 
«A Gs xvi. 25.” But, from the context, it would be moft 
natural to think that this term includes Chrift as well as 
the Father. For Paul enjoins the jailor to belreve on. the 
Lord Fefus Chrif, afluring him that thus he foould be faved, 
and in a little we find that this is the fame with believing in 
God, ver. 31. 34. At any rate, I could not, for my part,- 
venture to believe, or trujt in a perion for falvation, from 
whom I could not afk it in prayer. 

Tt 1s added ;, ** When Paul was warned of what, would 


“ befal him if he went to Jerufalem, Acts xxi. 14. he faid, 


‘6 The 
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The will of the Lord be done. This, it muft be fuppofed, 
“was meant of God the Father, becaufe Chrift himfelf 


“ ufed the fame language, when praying to the Father, he 
“ faid, Not my will, but thine be done.” But the Doctor 
has taken only a curfory view of this 'paflage.- For it was 


not Paul, but the brethren,- who {poke in this manner. 
However, becaufe one act of worfhip is fubftantially the 


fame with another, exprefsly addrefled to a particular per- 
fon, it’ will not follow, if there be no other evidence, that 
the fame perfon is addreffed in both inftances.: Nor can it 
be juftly concluded thatthe words, here quoted, could not 
re{pect Chrift, becaufe he ufed the fame language in addref- 
fing the Father. For Dr P. himfelf canriot deny that the 
dying martyr Stephen addrefled the fame prayer to Jefus, 
as Jefus at his own death, addreffled to the Father. It is 
granted that this language, with refpect to Chrift, The well 
of ‘the Lord be done, was ufed very differently from that, 
Naot my will, &c. For in the former inftance his divine 
will is‘meant, as being effentially the fame with that of the 
Father. But in the latter, he fpoke merely’ of his buman 
will. -According to the Dottor’s own acknowledgment, 
there muft be more probability that the term Lord here re- 
fpeéts Chrift, than that it refpeéts the Father. For he 
grants as we have: feen, that it generally bears the former 
fenfe. But the. truth is; Dr P. is willing: that the term 
Lord thould denote -Chrift, when it does not neceffarily re- 
fer to any of that 'Jord/bip which is peculiar to the divine 
nature ; that is, when it can be applied to him without its 
proper meaning. l 
It is certainly moft natural to think that the fame perfon 
is ‘here meant, as the Lord, who, in the verfe immediately 
preceding, 1s called the Lord Jefus. An impartial reader 
would undoubtedly conclude that the language of the bre- 
thren directly referred to that of Paul. He faid, I am 
L12 ready 
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ready not to be bound only, but alfo to die at Ferufalem for 
the Name of the Lord ‘fefus. And when he would not be 
perfuaded, we ceafed, faying, The will of the Lord be done. 
Nor would fuch a reader fuppofe that the brethren afcri- 
bed too much to him, for whofe Name Paul was willing to 
fuffer fo much. It would naturally occur, that the Lord 
for whom he was ready to die, had furely fomething to fay 
as to the difpofal of his lot. But let our author inform us, 
if it be not this Lord ‘fe/us, of whom another Apoftle, as 
exprefling the faith of all believers in his time, declares; 
This ıs the confidence that. we have in him, that if we afk 
any thing ACCORDING To HIS WILL, be beareth us. And 
af we know that be hear us, whatfoever we afk, we know 
that we have the petitions that we defired of him, 1 John 
v. 14, IS. 

Dr P. here tranfcribes the whole prayer of the apoftles, 
recorded Acts iv. 24. and carefully inferts or fervant, where 
according to our verfion it is thy Holy Child Jefus, But 
what does all this prove, but that which hath never been 
denied ọn the other fide, that God the Father is properly 
addrefled in, prayer? But it cannot prove that he is the 
only object. 

The Doétor then fays;'“* We have now examined fome 
“ particulars both of the zz/fruétions, and the examples of {crip- 
“ ture with regard to the proper object of prayer, in time of 
“ perfecution,” &fc*. He here refers. to a notion which 
fomerhave entertained, that “ Chrift is.the proper object of 
“« prayer 1n time of perfecution.” But furely he who may 
with propriety be addreffed as the obje&t of worfhrp at any 


time, may be thus addreffed at all times. 

The Doctor has examined thefe, but he has carefully 
paffed over a great variety of other znffruions and ex- 
amples, which clearly prove that Chrift is the object of 
prayer. We have formerly feen that the firft Chriftians 


were 
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were generally known by the defignation of tofe who 
called on the Name of Fefus, and proved that this denotes 
religious worfhip ; that they prayed to him, when fupplying , 
the vacancy in the college of the Apoftles, Acts 1. 24. that 
Stephen truly did fo, chap. vil. 59, 60. that Panl was en- 
gaged in the fame exercife, chap. xxii. 17. 1 Tim. i. 12. 
and that he commended or dedicated the elders of the 
church of Ephefus to the gracious Word of God, as really 


as to God the Father, Acts xx. 32. 


Many other paflages might be mention, which contain 
the fame proof. We have Paul’s own account of his ex- 
ercife, when buffeted by a meffenger of Satan. For this 


thing, he fays, I befought the Lord thrice.—And HE faid 
unto me, My grace is fufficient for thee; my ftrength 
zs made perfect in thy weaknefs. With the fame breath 
he adds; Moft gladly, therefore, will I rather glory in 
mine infirmity, that the power of Chrift may refl upon 
me, 2 Cor. xu. 8,9. Surely, the fame Lord, whom he 
befought, anfwered him : and that this was the Lord Chrift, 
is evident from Paul’s calling that the power or /trength of 
Chrift, (for the word is the fame) which the Lord had 
called brs power. Whatever the Lord meant by bis /trength 
being made perfet in Paul’s weakne/s, Paul himfelf under- 
ftood as included in the ftrength of Chrift reling on bim, 
or dwelling in him as in a tabernacle. 

Does not the fame Apoftle view Chrif as the object of 
prayer, equally with the Father, when he fays; Now may 


God himfelf, and our Father, and our Lord Fefus Chrift, di- 


rel our way unto you? 1 Thef. i. 11. 

Jefus received this honour from his difciples and others, 
even during his humiliation. They prayed to him for 
temporal falvation, which none but God can give, Mat. 


vill. 25. for mercy, chap. ix. 27. for the increafe of their 
L13 faith, 
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faith, Luke xvii. 5. for the fuppreffion of their unbelief, 
Mark ix. 24. 


The fame .glorious Perfon was addreffed by believers, 


as the object of prayer, before his incarnation. Jacob fup- 
plicated the God of his fathers as that Angel who.had re- 


deemed him from all evil, and who had power to blef, Gen. 
xlvi. 15, 16. He was known as the Name of the God of 


Yacoeh, and under this character addreffed as the object of 


prayer, and as the protector of his people, Pfal. xx. 1. 
Now, we have the impartial teftimony of Philo, that the 


perfonal Word was called the Name of God. 


C H A P. IV. 


Of Dr Prieftley’s objetion to the Doftrine of the Trinity, as 
implying a Contradiction, 


cé 


i l ASK then,” our author fays, “ wherein does the A- 

thanafian doctrine.of the Trinity differ from a cone 
“ tradiction? It afferts in effect that nothing is wanting to 
‘* either the Father, the Son, or the Spirit, to conftitute 
‘© each of them truly and properly God, each of them being 
“ equal in eternity, and all divine perfections ; and yet 
“ that thefe three are not three Gods, but only one God. 
« They are therefore both oze and many in the fame re- 
“« fpeét, wz. in each being perfec? God.” It is granted, 
that we are not bound to believe any thing to be a divine 
doctrine, that is really contradictory to right reafon. But 
from the weaknels, and efpecially from the depravation of 
our powers, things may feem contradictions, which are by 
no means fo in faét. Even reafon may teach us, that it is 
unqueftionably our duty to believe a revealed dottrine, al- 


though it fhould infinitely exceed our comprehenfion. 


The 
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The objection, produced by Dr P., has been often an- 
fwered before. The terms of the argument, as it is called, 


are fomewhat altered, but the fubftance is the fame. Itis 
an evident fophiifm. For the Doétor aflumes: that each 


perfon is confidered by Trinitarians as “ truly and properly 
“s God,” fo as to engrofs all divine perfeétions to himfelf, 


In this cafe, each perfon would have divine perfeCtions of 
his own, diftinct:from thofe of the other perfons. But we 
believe that each perfon is ‘‘ truly and properly God,” as 
having all divine perfections, though not exclutively. The 
equality alerted, is not that of things perfetly alike, yet 
fubftantially diftinct; but an equality in the pofleffion of 
the fame things, of the Jame ‘t eternity, and all divine per- 
“ fections.”” Therefore, they are not “ one and many in 
“ the: fame refpetts.”. For they are ome, as to abfolute 
identity of nature and perfections; but many, with refpect 
to the individual and common pofleflion of what:is effen- 
tially one. | 
The Dottor. 1s chargeable with an obvious fallacy in 
the ftrncture of his argument. He ufes the term God in 
one {enfe only, as if this were a fair ftate of the invariable 
practice of Trinitarians. Whereas, according to fcriptural 
example, they ufe it, in the connexion to which his argu- 
ment refers, ın two different fenfes. Inthe one, ıt denotes 
a perfon; in the other, a nature. When one perfon is 
faid to be “ truly and properly God,” the term 1s ufed per- 
fonally ;' but when the three perfons are faid to be one God, 
effentially. He, indeed, blends two diftinct terms, as if 
they were equally applied to different obyects ‘‘ in the fame 
‘¢ refpect.” Thefe are God, and one God. But one per- 
fon is faid to be “ truly and properly God,” not as exclu- 
ding the other adorable perfons, but as diftinguifhing the 
efience of the perfon {poken of from that of all creatures. 


The three perfons are faid to be one God, not as immediate- 
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ly oppofed to creatures, but as excluding all diverfity of 
effence among thefe perfons. 

There is another evident fallacy inthis argument. Our 
author throws in a term, in his conclufion, not to be found 
inthe premifes., This is perfect God. The introdudtion of 
this new term tends greatly to perplex the'reader; and 
feems to give a force to the conclufion, to which it has no 
claim. Now, this is againft all the rules of reafoning : and 
it is efpecially unfair, as the expreffion is not commonly 
uled by Trinitarians. A believer in the Trinity might 
fay, that one perfon is perfectly God; meaning, that he ts 
completely a divine perfon. But he would not fay, that’ 
one is perfec? God, at leaft in the fenfe affumed in the argu- 
ment ; becaufe, ın the idea of God effentially confidered, 
he includes, not merely all divine perfections, but the dif- 
ferent modes of fubfiftence. 

It is evident that, in Dr P.'s argument, the two_fir/ pro- 
pofitions are meant to exprefs the principles of Trinitarians. 
But when thefe propofitions are ftated according to their 
real principles, ıt muft appear to every candid reader, that 
the conclufion by no means follows. 


‘¢ Nothing is wanting to either the Father, the Son, or 
‘© the Spirit, to conftitute each of them a pepfon truly and 
% properly God.” 

But thefe three perfons, being of the fame eflence, are 
only one God. | 

“ Therefore, they are both ove and many 1n the fame 
“ ref{pect, vzz. in each being perfet God.” 

This argument, then, has one charaéter of a fophifm, al- 
ways given by logicians. The premifes do not contain 
the conclufion. 

« This is certainly,” the Dottor fays, ‘‘ as much a,con- 
“ tradiction as to fay that Peter, James, and John, having 


“ each of them every thing that is requifite to conftitute a 
‘ complete 
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“ complete man, are yet all together not three men, but 
“ only one man *.” ‘If the term man be ufed, both in the 
plural and fingular, in the fame fenfe, it is undoubtedly a 
contradiction, to which the other bears no affinity. For 
we have fhewn, that the terms, God, and one God, are ufed 
differently, as they are different in fact. Three perfons can 
never be one perfon. But there 1s a fenfe in which three 
men may be faid to be one man; if the firft expreffion be 
ufed perfonally, and the fecond with refpect to nature. We 
often ufe the term man to fignify the buman nature in gene- 
ral; as wellasto point out an zzdividual poflefling this nature. 
This term is, even in Scripture, ufed to denote both unity 
and plurality ; although notin the fame refpect. ‘ God 
“ created man in his own image ;—vsale and female created 
« he them,” Gen. i. 2%. chap. v. 1,2. This is the only fenfe 
an which there can be any refemblance between the doc- 
trine of a Three-one God, and the example propofed by 
Dr P. In this refpect, indeed, all the millions of indivi- 
duals are but ome, as having the fame nature. For not 
only do they all poffefs thofe eflential properties which di- 
{tinguifh man from other creatures; but as to body, they 
are all originally of the fame fubftance. For God * hath 
“ made of one blood all nations of men,” Acts xvii. 26. 

We do not, however, affent to what follows; “ For the 


« ideas annexed to the words God, or man, cannot make 
‘‘ any difference in the nature of the two propofitions.” 
The divine nature is fo infinitely remote from the human, 
or any created nature, that God himfelf forbids the com- 
parifon. Zo whom then will ye liken me, and make me equal, 
and compare me, that we may be like? lfa. xlvi. 5. We 
dare not ufe fuch fimilitudes, in order to explain a myftery. 
For as Dr Young obferves, * A myftery explained, is a 
“ myftery deftroyed.” We advert to them merely as in- 


troduced 
* Ibid. 
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troduced by our author, to illuftrate the falfity, of his,pre-.» 
tence, that the do¢trine of the Trinity implies a contradic... 
tion. As the divine nature 1s fo infinitely, above the hu-.. 
man; although three among men fhould be in’ no fenfe . 
oze, it would by.no means prove that this cannot be true, 
of God. Therefore, even that fenfe, in which we have 
fhewn that three perfons may be one, with refpect to man,. 
falls infinitely fhort of exprefling the unity. of the divine 
nature. For although. all the individuals. of the human 
race have one nature, and are originally of one fubftance ; 
yet the union is not fo clofe-that the aétions of one indivi- 
dual. are common to all, which, with refpect to external ; 
actions, is aflerted of the divine nature: Befides, created 
perions are not only difiznét from each other, as to perfo- 
nality; fo that one is not another ; but /eparate, fo that one. 
exifts without another. But the divine perfons, although 
diftind, are not feparate ;. becaufe one is in another. The 
Father is in the Son, and the Son in the F a John 
XIV. 10 *, 

On this important fubject, it is ftill Dr P.’s ynhappinefs, 
that he feems to think he has difcovered a /zhene/s which 
he can compare unto Godt. As he knows the way of the 
Spirit, and has advanced fo far in difcovering the works of. 
God who maketh allt,.he feems emboldened to hope that 
he may find out the Almighty himfelf unto perfettion. But. 
how little regard foever he may pay to the divine defiance, 
as exprefled in a great many paflages of Scripture; there is 
one authority from which he ought not to differ, ‘ The 
‘“ mind of man will never be able to contemplate the 
“* being, perfections, and providence of God, without 
“ meeting with inexplicable difficulties. We may find fuf- 
ficient reafon for acquiefcing in the darknefs which in- 
| “ volves 
n Vid. Hen. Alting. Loc. Com. p. 1. loc..3. p. 46. 
+ Ifa. xl. 18. * 4 Eccletf, xi. 5. 
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“ volves thefe great fubjects, but we muft never expect to 
** fee them fet in a perfectly clear light *..” 


The Doétor further obferves,' in the profecution _ of his 
{nbject; “ As perfons are apt to confound themfelves with. 
the ufe of the words perfon and being, 1 thall endeavour. 
“ to give a plain account of them +.” But the very expla- 
nation turns out to be “ confufion worfe confounded.”— 
s The term being,” he fays, “ may be.predicated of every. 
“ thing, and therefore of each of the three perfons 1n the. 
The confequence is denied. For the divine 


29? 


“ Trinity. 
effence is but one thing. Thefe three are one, 1 John v. 7. } 
I, faith Chrift, and my Father are one, John x. 30. that is, 
one thing; for the word ev is ufed. Therefore, they are. 
only one being. He adds; “ For to fay that Chrift, for 
“« inftance, is God, but that there 1s no deing, no Jubjftance, 
“ to which his attributes may be referred, were manifeftly 
“ abfurd.” It were fo, indeed. But the deg, to which 
his attributes are referred, is the divine eflence, common 
to each perfon. Isit lefs abfurd than what is here fup- 
pofed, “ to fay that Chrift is vot God,” and yet to afcribe 
divine powers to him; that is, to afcribe divine attributes 
to him; and yet “ to fay—that there is no berung, no Jub- 
s ftance, to which his attributes may, be referred,” but the 
human nature? The Doctor proceeds :—* and therefore 
“ when it is faid that each of thefe perfons 1s by himfelf. 
“ God, the meaning muft be, that the Father, feparately 
“ confidered, has a dezmg, that the Son, feparately confider- 
“« ed, has a Jezmg, and likewife, that the Holy Spirit, fepa- 
“ rately confidered, has a bering. Here then are no lefs 
“« than three beings, as well as three perfons, and what can 
‘¢ thefe three beings be but three Gods 2?” All this chain 
falls to the ground, becaufe the firft link 1s a falfe one. No 


Trinitarian 


* Dr Prieftley’s Inftitutes of Religion, Pref. p. xiii, 
f Ear. Opin, vol. i. p.49. 
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Trinitarian fays, that each perfon is by bimfelf that is, 
exclufively, God. No Trinitarian confders one perfon as 
Separate from another. They are diftinguifhed as to the 
modes of perfonal fubfiftence ; but they do not exift fepa- 


rately. | 
‘He further obferves: “ By the words berng, fubftance, 


‘© fubftratum, ‘$c. we can mean nothing more than the 
« foundation, as it were, of properties, or fomething to 
‘s which, in our idea, ‘we refer all the particular attributes 
“ of whatever exifts. In fact, they are terms that may be 
“& predicated of every thing that is the fubyect of thought 
s or difcourfe, all the difcrimination of things depending 
“ pon their peculiar properties. So that whenever the 
? properties differ, we fay that there is a correfponding 
« difference in the things, beings, or fubftances, themfelves. 
‘¢ Confequently, if the Father, Son, and Spirit, differ in 
“ any refpe&t, fo as to have different properties, either in 
“ relation to themfelves, or to other beings, we muft, ac- 
s cording to the analogy of all languages, fay that they 
“ are three different beings, or fubftances.” 

To this it is replied, that the fame being may poffefs very 
different properties. Motion is totally different from 
thought. The one belongs to body; the other to mind. 
Yet man, who poflefles both, is generally allowed to be 


ene being only. There are fome who will even affert, that 
foul and body not only conftitute one being, but are eflen- 
tially the fame principle: and fuch ought certainly to be 
the laft to refufe a difference of properties in the fame 
being. Our author dere ufes the term being as equivalent 
to thing or fubftance. Now, although different properties 
are afcribed to the three adorable perfons, it will not fol- 
low that they are three different Jermgs, that is, three dif- 
ferent /fubflances. For there can be no difference as to fub- 


fiance, where there are the fame e/fentza/ properties. But 
with 
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with refpect to the holy Trinity, no difference, or rather, 
no diftinétion is aflerted, but as to per/onal properties only. 
To recur to the Doétor’s,own comparifon, however inade- 
quate ; there are certain effential properties that diftinguifh 
human nature from every other, and that are common to 
all the individuals poflefling it, notwithftanding the various 
modification of this one nature, 1n an inconceivable variety 
of perfonal properties. Now, fuch perfonal properties only 
are afcribed to Father, Son, and Spirit, as neceflarily cha- 
racterize them in a perfonal refpect. 

s Suppoting again,” he fays, “ that there is an zdentity 
“ of attributes in each of them, fo that, being confidered 
_ one after the other, no difference fhould be perceived in 
“ them, even in,idea, (as may be fuppofed to be the cafe 
‘© of three men, who fhould perfectly re/emble one another 
“ in all external and internal preperties) and fuppofing, 
‘¢ moreover, that there fhould be a perfect coincidence in 
“ all their thoughts and actions ;. though there might be a 
‘© perfect harmony among them, and this might be called 
“ unity, they would till be numerically three.’ The au- 
thor practically fhews. the danger of aflimilating things in- 
finitely different. For even, when he employs comparifon, 
he deltroys it. He firlt fuppofes an zdentity of attributes. 
‘In a moment, this degenerates into a mere fimilarity. The 
three men who poflefs “ an. zdentety of attributes—perfely 
« vefemble one another,” - The. fuppofition of zdentity ne- 
ceflarily fuggefted the idea of abfolute unity. But this alfo 
dies away into mere Larmony, or agreement. But fuppo- 
fing that zdentıty, with the idea of which he fets out, the 
perfons would be, indeed, zumerzcally three, as perfons; 
but with refpect to eflence, numerically one. For where 
there is.not a mere refemblance, but an- abfolute famenefs 
of attributes, there is undivided vaty of nature. This 


fhews the. falfity of his inference ; ‘‘ Confequently, though 
* the 
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« the Father, Son, and Spirit-had no real differences, but, 
« as has been faid; they had the moft perfect identity of 
“« nature, the moft entire unity of will, -and confent‘of in- 
“ tellect, and an’ incefflant co-opération in the exertion of 
“: common powers to a common purpofe, yet would they, 
“ according to the analogy of language, not be oze God, 
‘© But three Gods; or which is the fame, they would be 
“ three beings with equal divine natures, juft as the three 
“ men would be three beings, with equal human natures.” 
In this reafoning the premifes deftroy the conclufion. For 
there cannot be three beings, where there is ‘* the moft 
“ perfect identity of nature.’ For that alone is called 
perfect identity, which excludes any diftinGtion of being, 
The Doctor vainly endeavours to {upport this tottering 
ftrufture, by {uppofing an abfurdity, viz. that the three 
men would be three beings, with equal human natures.” 
Thefe three men might indeed be called tree berngs; each 
exifting /eparately from another. But it will not follow, 
that three divine perfons muft be' three beings; unlefs it 
can be proved, that God has given us ovr own nature as 
the ftandard by which we are to judge of his. But al. 
though thefe men might be called three beings, it would 
not be faid that they had equal human natures. Notwith- 
{tanding all the difference between individuals, we fay that 
they have onexommon nature: and the lefs the difference, 
or in other words, the more “ perfectly they refemble one — 
‘¢ another in external and internal properties,” the clearer 
is the evidence of their poffefling one nature only. 

Our author’s philofophy 1s not much better than his 
theology. For he confounds thofe very terms, which have 
been invented for the purpofe of diftinétion. ‘“ The term 
“being,” he fays, “© may be predicated of every thing 
“ without diftindion ; but the term perfon 1s limited to in- 


‘telli gent beings. ' Three men, therefore, are not onły 
“ three 
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“three beings, ~but, likewife three perfons; the former is 
the genusy and'the latter the-./pecies.”? » Being cannot be 
the, genus, unlefs it can be faid with propriety, :that ting, 
and kind of thing,-are terms.of the fame import. For as 
‘i the term being may be predicated of every.thing,” genus 
or knd 1s that term which denotes one clafs of thzugs which 
differ.from others: Genus is the firt diftinction under being. 
When we fpeak of genus, we undoubtedly mean the parti- 
cular £:nd.of beng. .: Thus, under the univerfal idea con- 


veyed by the term: emg; we fay that animal is one genus. 


Our author is chargeable with a fimilar error, in the defi- 
nition of perfon. This is by no means the fpecies. . It fig- 
mifies an zndividual of a certain fpecies: As anımal is the 
genus, man is the Species, and perfon the individual.. There- 
fore, the Doéctor reafons .erroneoufly, when-he fays, that 
“ as perfor is a {pecies, comprehended under the genus 
i bering,” the, Father, Son, and Spirit ‘ muft be three 
+ beings, as-well as three perfons.” For the. aflumption 
being falfe, the;-concltifion ‘cannot’ be true. As perfon is 
not a /pecies, but only an individual,. all that can be infer- 
red,-1s,:that thefe three perifons are three individuals. 

_ There.are faid:to be two general tefts of the truth or 
-falfehood of -any argument, , The firft is, Whether the 
premifes contain the conclufion? We have already feen 
‘that Dr P.’s reafoning does not ftand this teft. The fecond 
is; Whether in the different members of the argument, the 
‘terms are taken precifely in the fame fenfe? For where- 


-ever this is not the cafe, the reafoning 19 fophiftical. Let 
us now apply this fecond teft; and we {hall find that Dr 
JP. pays no refpect to this kind of unity. He firft ufes the 
term beng as the genus. ** Being,” he fays, “ is the genus 2” 
Then it aflumes the ftate of a /pecies, according to his 


trange definition of the latter term. For “ the perfon,” 
that 
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that is, the /pecies, “f-is not the lefs'a being on this account.” 
One while he makes perfon a fpecies ;' then; the genus ; ‘a3 
appears from the fame obfervation: “© The perfon is not 
“ the lefs a beizg. on this account ;* that is, the Species is 
not the lefs a genus: The end of all this is, that he may 
prove the individual to be both genus and fpecies. `“ As 
‘ “* perfon 1 is a /pectes, comprehended under the genus, being, 

“ they muft be three beings, as well ‘as-three perfons ;” 
that is, adhering to his- own definitions, ‘three genera, as 
well as three /peczes. I will prove any thing you pleafe, 
if you allow. me, not only-to ufe terms in whatever fenfe I 
choofe to impofe on them, how oppofite foever to’that 
ordinarily adopted; but to change the fenfe of thefe terms, 
as often as I find it neceflary. 


But we have another fpecimen of the Dottor’s réafoning 
powers, in the words immediately following what has been 
already quoted  *“* The’ term. God is a fub-divifion under 
“ the term perfon, becaufe we define God to-be an intel- 
“ ligent being, poffeffed of all poffible perfections. Confe- 

-* guently, if the Father, Son, and Spirit, be each of them 
“ poffeffed of all poffible perfections, ‘which is not denied, 
“ they are each of them a perfon, each:-of them a being, 
“« and each of them a God; and what is this but making 
“© three Gods 2 Our author is fo confident of the foundriefs 
of this reafoning, that he adds, in the proper ftyle of gaf- 
conade; “ Let any Trinitarian avoid this conclufion from 
«© thefe principles, or aflume other principles more juft and 

_ natural, if he can.” But Te Deum has been fometimes 

fung without a victory.’ All that is neceffary, in ‘reply, 
is, to try bow this definition of the term, God, will agree 
with that nature to which our author wifhes to liken the 
divine. ‘ The term manz is a fub-divifion under the term 


‘© perfon, becaufe we define man to be an intelligent being 


“ poflefled 
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‘ poflefled of certain perfeCtions. Confeguently, if Peter, 
< James, and John, be each of them poffefled of all perfec- 
‘ tions?” effential to human nature, ‘* which is not denied, 
“ they are each of them a perfon,” that is, according to 
the former definition, a fpecies; “ each of them a being,” 
that 1s, as alfo formerly defined, a genus; ‘ and each of 
“ them a man,” that is, a /zb-divifon under the term per- 
“ fon; and what is this but making three genera, three 
“& fpecies, and three Jub divifions 2» Although we learn from 
the Doctor, that he has taught Greed, no man will fufpect 
that he has ever taught Logvc. 

He fubjoins ; “ This definition of the word perfon, as 
“© applied to the doctrine of the Trinity, will perhaps be 
‘© objected to; but 1f any other definition be given, I will 
« venture to affert, that ıt might as well be faid that the 
« Father, Son, and Spirit are three Abracadabras, as 
“ three perfons. They will be equally words without 


2 


‘¢ meaning.” Our author, in his blafphemous boldnefs, 
{peaks as if wz/dom were to d:e with him. He denies that 
' words can have any meaning, unlefs ufed in his own fenfe; 
that is, in a fenfe directly contrary to that in which they 
have been ufed, either by learned or unlearned, for thou- 
fands of years. Unlefs you allow perfon to be a /pecies, ind 
the zzdividual to be a fub divifion under perfon, according 
to the decifion of this infallible Doctor, your language is 
without meaning. For my part, I objeđt not to his “ defi- 
‘ nition of the word perfon as applied to the doĉtrine of 
‘ the Trinity,” but even as applied to the doctrine of hu- 


man nature. 


With refpect to the explanations which fome have at- 
tempted to give of the mode of the Son’s exiftence, on 
which our author animadverts ın the remaining part of 
this feflion; I do not confider myfelf as bound to defend 


them. All fuch explanations are beyond our {phere; and 
VoL. I. M m they 
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they have generally darkened counfel by words without 
knowledge. Jo attempt to explain a fcriptural dotrine, 
believed and acknowledged to be a myttery, is nearly as 
foolifh and prefumptuous as to object to it, becanfe it is a 
myftery. To fay, that ‘ the divine intellect is fo exerted 
“ on itfelf, that the exiftence of the Son neceflarily flows 
“ from it;” is {peaking of the things of God without any 
warrant from God himfelf, If this dogtrine of the Trinity 
be believed, it muft receive our faith, not becaufe we com- 
prehend, but becaufe God has revealed it. On this fubject, 
for the purpofe of reconciling the minds of others, or of 
diftinguifhing truth from error, good men have invented 
various terms, which, I am convinced, have done great 
injury to the caufe. Even that affertion, that “ the Father 
‘¢ communicates the divine eflence to the Son,” although 
ufed by almoft every orthodox writer, appears to me un- 
{upported by Scripture, and dangerous in itfelf. To fpeak 
of a communicated effence, and yet of an underived deity, 
feems to be a real contradiction. I believe that there is a 
communion in the divine eflence among all the adorable 
perfons, that it equally belongs to each. But that one per- 
fon owes his divine nature to another, is language to which 
I can afhx no f{cripturalidea. There can be no communi- 
cation of eflence on the ‘one hand, without derivation on 
the other: and how can there be derivation without infe- . 
riority? The Father hath given to the Son to have life ir 
himfelf, in the fame refpett in which he bath given him au- 
thority te execute judgment alfo,—becaufe be 1s the Son of 
man, John v. 26,27. The Son, effentially, 1s as- properly 
the origin of all life as the Father. He is xeceffarz/y fo. 
But the right of holding all divine power 1n his perfon as 
God-man, and of exercifing it, in a divine manner, even 
in the human nature, mut be as really matter of di/pen/a- 
tion, as the aflumption of that nature. This authority :s a 

| voluntary 
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voluntary gift or conceffion. It is fometimes, as here, afcri- 
bed to the Father, ceconomically viewed as fuftaining the 
honour of deity in the work of our redemption: at other 
times, to God effentially confidered, as in Col.i. 19. where 
no particular perfon is mentioned ; Lt pleafed, that in him 


all fullne/s fhould dwell. 
With refpect to the generation of the Son, our author 


inquires, ‘* If, for any incomprehenfible reafon, this my- 
“ fterious power of generation be peculiar to the Father, 
“ why does it not ftill operate ? Is he not an unchangeable 
“. being ? the fame now that he was from the beginning—>? 
‘© Why then are not more fons produced?” Thefe words 


contain their own anfwer. ‘The Father jé2// operates, not 
in producing more fons, but in the generation of this Son; 
becaufe he is an unchangeable being. For we are not to 
conceive of this generation, as if it were an act properly 
paft, but as eternally prefent in the divine effence. There- 
fore it is thus exprefled, Pfal. ii. 7. Lhis day have I begotten 
thee. Itis fpoken of as paft, in condefcenfion to our weak 


apprehenfions, to denote its perfef?zoz. But as all the z772- 
manent atts of God, as they have been called, that is, thofe 


that are properly zz God himfelf, which have no relation 
to external objects, are eternal; it is prefent, with refpect 
to endlefs duration. For in fuch aéts there is no beginning, 
progrefs or end. This generation, therefore, 1s eternally 
prefent in the one unalterable day of God. 


C H A P. V. 


d confideration of the Argument againft the Pre-exiftence of 
Chrift from the Dottrine of Materiality. 


HAVE formerly examined Dr P.’s objections to the 


application of thofe texts which are brought'to prove 
that the world was created by Chrift. He next proceeds 
M m2 to 
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to-reafon againft his Pre-exiftence in any fenfe, from the 
Materiality of man. He refers to his Dz/gurftions on Mat- 
ter and Spirit ; ın which he pretends to have “ fhewn that 
‘¢ there 1s no more reafon why a man fhould be fuppofed 
“ to have an immaterial principle, than that a dog fhould 
“ have one *.” Had the wife man been as great a profi- 
cient in wifdom as our author, he might have given a far 
more emphatic reprefentation of the advantage of life, than 
that which occurs in Eccl ix. 4. He undoubtedly would 
have faid that “ a living dog is better than a dead man.” 
Our author 1s certainly entitled to our acknowledgments, 
for the exalted ideas he gives us of our nature. And who 
can refufe that he does honour to his Maker, by giving fo 
flattering a picture of the i image of God è 

I {hall not pretend to enter philofcphically into this fub- 
ject. For I am not afhamed to confefs that I zow not 
the way of the Spirzt, any more than I know how the bones 
grow in the womb of her that is with child. The difficulty 
of imagining an y connexion between the wzAd/e matter and 
the zmvifible powers of which a dog, a plant, or a magnet 
is poffeffed, is the reafon afligned by Dr P. for denying the 
exiftence of fouls. But as we do not deny thefe znuz/ible 
powers, the effects of which are certain, becaufe we cannot 
account for their connexzon with wzfdble matter; we can 
have no more ground for denying that the znvz/ible power 
may, In fome inftances, be eflentially different ‘from the 
viftble matter, yet fo connected. with it as to be the fource 
of operation. Is it inquired, How are we to mark the dif- 
ference? It is acknowledged that mere Philofophy leaves 
us great] y in the dark. But the Doctor’s mode of reafon- 
ing feems to imply a refufal of any aid from Revelation. 
How much foever I may be at a lofs to account for the 


operations of irrational creatures,.1f Revelation informs me, 


S45 4.4. TE that 
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that że fpirit of a beast goeth downward, and that tLe bea fis 
perife ; while at the fame time itaflures me, that, although 
the duft of man returns to the earth as it was, the fpirit 
Jball return unto God who gave it ; I certainly ought either 
entirely to lay afide Revelation, or to believe that there 1s 
an .eflential difference between the frame of man and that 
of a heaft; nay, that, according to.the diftinction made in 
the language of infpiration, two principles eflentially dif- 
ferent goto the conftitutton of his frame. I had better 
deny Revelation at once, than difbelieve that there is av 
inumerable company of angels, and that the fpirits of juft 
men made perfet exit in a difembodied ftate. I cannot 
conceive, how God thould fay, Z am the ‘God of Abraham, 
the God of Ifaac, and the God of Jacob, if thefe perfons, 
when this language was ufed, had no more exiftence than 
the duft of the earth; and far lefs, how Jefus could make 
this inference, God 18 zot the God of the dead, but of the 
living, Mat..xxiul. 32. For according to Dr P.’s principles, 
the inference,<however little to the purpofe, ought to have 
been; ‘.God zs.not the God of-the Zu:zg only, but alfo of 
‘© the dead.’ ` 

The Doctor, however, feems fully fatisficd that his rea- 
foning “ is conclufive againft the dodtrine of a foul, and 
“ confequently againft the whole fyftem of pre-exiftence. 
«< If Peter, James, and John,” he fays, “ had no pre-exift- 
“ ent ftate, it muft be contrary to all analogy to fuppofe 
‘© Jefus to have pre-exilted *.”’ But there is one fpecies of 
analogy, to which Dr P. finds it not a little difficult to 
prove that this is contrary. I mean the analogy of faith. 
{tis to be feared, that this doctrine goes farther than he 
may be willing to confefs, even to the dental of the Father 
of Spirzts. For if it be inconceivable that a fpirit fhould 
exift diftinctly from matter, he muft either deny the being 
of God, or affert that God 1s a material being. 
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The latter, indeed, 1s the natural confequence of the So- 
cinian doctrine. For they afcribe thofe properties to God 
which belong to matter. They deny that he.is a fimple or 
uncompounded Being. They deny that he 1s infinite, afcri- 
bing extenfion to the divine nature. Some of this per- 
fuafion have gone the length of attributing a bodily fhape 
to God; as the learned Owen hath proved in hts examt- 
nation of Biddle’s Catechi{m*. This feems to have been 
Rill a feature of the Unitarian herefy. For the author of 
the Clementine Homilies, who is claimed by Dr P. as an Unst- 
tarian, makes Peter exprefs his own fentiments concerning 
God in this manner: “ He who truly exifts, is he whofe 
« form is borne by the body of man; on which account the 
‘¢ heavens, and all the ftars, though more excellent in their 
¢¢ nature, have continued in a ftate of fubferviency to him, 
‘¢ who is inferior according to eflence, becanfe of the form 
“ of him who 1s fuperior,” vrz. God F. 

On the other hand, Socinians have afcribed the effential 
properties of God to matter. It feems tobe too well- 
founded a charge, that they hold it to be eternal, in the 
fame fenfe in which they afcribe eternity to God. They 
go not fo far as the followers of Ariftotle, who afferted 
that the world exited from eternity in a regular fiate. 
But ‘for once they are Platonizing Chriftians. Here they 
have framed a very curious fyftem. Volkelius affirms that 
‘«¢ God 1s faid to have created the world of nothing, becaufe 
«s he formed it out of Chaos.” This isa Socinian Myftery. 
He made the world of nothing, becaule he made 1t of fome- 
thing. He alfo fays that ‘* thele words, The earth was 
“ qdithout form and void, defcribe the ftate of things before 
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“ the creation *” Dr P. infinuates fomething of the fame 
nature, When he fays, that ‘* what is called the Me/arc 
‘ creation was probably—the re-making, or re-conftituting 
‘ of the world, out of a former chaos +, 


C H A P. VI. 
Of the objection to the Dorine, that it would be of no Ufe, 


althoush it were true. 


i R. PRIESTLEY concludes this part of his work with an 
inquiry into the ufe of the doctrine of the Trinity. Ac- 
cording to him, “ all that can be faid for it, 1s that the doc- 
“ trine, however improbable in itfelf, is neceflary to explain 
« fome particular texts of {cripture; and that if it had not 
“« been for thofe particular texts, we fhould have found no 
« want of it. For there is neither any faét in nature, nor any 
‘¢ one purpofe of morals (which are the object and end of all 
‘ religion) that requires it f.’’ He difcovers no occafion for 
a three-one God; and there are many who would be plea- 
fed that there were zo God. But the wifhes or opinions of 
either are of no weight in the fcale of truth. If this doc- 
trine be really “necetfary to explain fome particular texts,” 
and Socinians have never been able to prove the contrary, 
it ought to be believed, although we fhould not otherwife 
difcern the ufe of it. There are many of the works of 
God, the utility of which we cannot perceive. Shall we, 
therefore, dare to fay that he hath made them in vain? 
This kind of reafoning has too much the appearance of 
calling God to gzve an account of his matters. Would it 
be great prefumption in the clay to fay to the potter, Why 
baft thou made me thus? And ıs it not un{peakably greater 
prefumption to fay, Why art thou thus? Why doft thou 
M m 4 exift 
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exit in this manner, rather than in that? If reafon be fuf- 
ficiently qualified to be the teft of all that we ought to be- 
lieve, what is the w/e of revelation itfelf? | 

I cannot prefume to go fo far as fome who have pretended 
to prove that there could have been no more, and no fewer 
divine Perfons than three. This, ıt would feem, is being 
wife above what is written. We know that there are no 
more, and no fewer. Therefore, we may fately conclude 
that, according to the incomprehenfible nature of God, 
matters could not have been otherwife. Nor can I pre- 
tend fully to illuftrate the ufe of this great myitery ; and 
far lefs, to anfwer all the cavils, or to fatisty the minds of 
thofe who are become vain in their imaginations. But as it 
would feem that one great delign of the work of redemp- 
tion was clearly to reveal.the myttery of the Triaity, by 
a difcovery of the peculiar operations of the adorable Per- 
fons; he, who “ as a new bora babe, defires the unadultera- 
ted milk of the word, wiil find the dottrine to be of {uch 
ufe, that he may grow thereby, as to both faith and prac- 
tice. 

Our author {peaks of morals, as if they were the only objec? 
of religion. - They are, indeed, the ezd of it. But faith 1s 
the beginning. For he that cometh unto God mufi believe 
that be is, Heb. xi. 6. Now, we cannot truly believe the 
being of God, without believing that be zs, or exifts, ac- 
cording to that revelation which he is pleafed to give of 
himfelf in the word. If, therefore, he reveals himfelf as 
a three-one God, and we acknowledge one perfon only, 
we believe not in God, but in an idol of our own Imagi- 
nation. Without this faith it 2s impoffible to pleafe him. 
For all outward worthip is only the clothing of that which 
is concealed from the fenfible eye. There is an inward 
worfhip of a twofold nature, which, according to the frame 
of our fouls, we owe to God, We owe him the homage 
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of the underftanding, and of the will. .Unlefs, by faith, 
we fubject our underftandings io his authority 1n the reve- 
lation which he gives of himfelf, we can never truly ho- 
nour him with the woilhip of our wills. For the will, 
when properly regulated, immediately and ftrictly follows 
the direction of the underftanding. We can neither em- 
brace nor adhere to the true God, unlefs we know him in 
this charatter. If we have not juft apprehenfions of him, 
we tadically err as to morals. For ıt is only by faith that 
we can either know or do what is well-pleafing in his fight. 
We mutt be trausformed, by the renewing of our minds, 
THAT we may prove what is that good, and acceptable, and 
perfect will of God, Rom. xu. 2. But the great mean of 
this transformation 1s faith, efpecially as deholding a Divine 
Saviour in the géa/s of the word, and depending on the 
gracious operation of the Lord the Spirit, 2 Cor. 11. 18. 

It may be faid, that the principles of morality are fo 
plain, that there can be no difpute, or even doubt about 
them. But if we entertain wrong apprehenfions concern- 
ing the divine perfections, we can have none that are right 
with refpect to moral duty. The nature of moral evil 
can never be known to thofe who think that God is alto- 
gether fuch a one as themfelves, and that he will not require 
fatistaction for their fin. Socinians afford a ftriking proof 
of this. They refufe to believe the teftimony of God 
concerning his perfections, and the operations flowing from 
thefe. They materially eje& faith from their fyftem of 
religion. Hence they err as to the end of all morals. Now 
the end regulates the nature of every achon. They hope 
to appeafe God, and make an atonement for fin, by their 
own obedience. This deitroys the action. For the Spirit of 
God affures us, that us many as are of the works of the 
law, that is, as feck juftification by their own works, are 
under the curfe, Gal. u, 10. Our repentance and refor- 
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mation can be no atonement for paft tranf{preflion ; becaufe 
we owe -the duty of every moment for itfelf. This line 
of obedience 1s hopelefs. For the Ethiopian may change 
Lis fein, and the leopard his fpots, as Joon as we who have 
been accuftomed to do evil, can learn to do well. In confe- 
quence of refufing to believe in a Trinity, our author, that 
he may be conhftent with himfelf, finds ıt neceflary to deny 
the miflion of a divine Perfon, and the whole of that vica- 
rious work of obedience and {fuftering, by which he zs the 
end.of the law for righteoufnefs to every one that believeth, 
and by which alfo he /anifies te people, enabling them to 
walk in newnefs of life. Or fhall we rather fuppofe that he 
can fee no occafion for a fecond Perfon to redeem, becaufe 
he “ finds io want of ” a real redemption? This we: know, 
They that be whole need not a Phyfezan. 
We have the Dottor’s own teftimony : “ Whatever may 
“ be meant by the redemption of the world, is not the being 
who made it equal to that alfo?”” And we never thought 
of afcribing it to any other deing. “ [f his creatures ot- 
‘fend him,” he further fays, ‘ and by repentance and re- 
‘formation become the proper objects of his forgiveneis, 
« is it not more natural to fuppofe that he has, wthzn him- 
“ felf, a power of forgiving them, and of reftoring them to 
« his favour, without the ftrange expedient of another per- 
¢ fon, fully equal to himfelf, condefcending to animate a hu- 
« man body, and dying for them *.” It is enough for us to 
know that God hath exprefsly declared, he wz by no means 
clear the guilty, or hold iin innocent, Exod. xxxiv. 7. This 
being the cafe, ıt 1s vain to talk about what power he hath 
in bimfelf. We know that he hath no power to deny bim- 
felf: for this would imply imperfection. No creature can 
make atonement for his own fin. For there would be 
much fin even in his attempts to fatisfy. And že that 


offendeth in one point, is guilty of all. As the curie of the 
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law mutt be fuftained, this could be done by none but a dı- 
vine Perfon. For zf thou, Lord, /oouldft mark tniquities, O 
Lord, who fhall ftand ? 

The Doctor adds indeed; “ We never think of any. 
s“ fimilar expedient in order to forgive, with the greateft 
= “ propriety and effect, offences committed by our children 
‘“ again{t ourfelves.” But {uppofing this to be true, 1s there 
any parallel? Are not all thefe, even the greateft, but a 
few pence, compared with many talents? We are far from 
withing ftrictly to compare the operations of God with 
théfe of man. But he hath condefcended to reprefent his 
works in language borrowed from creatures, that they 
might thus be able to form fome apprehenfions of them, 
{till remembering that there is an infinite difparity. In the 
prefent inftance there 1s fome refemblance. A perfon, 
equal in rank, has often found ıt neceffary to intercede 
with an earthly parent for pardon to an undutiful child. 
How often has this soffice been performed by one of the 
parents towards the other? Even when a parent refolves 
to forgive, in order to the prefervation of his dignity and 
authority, does he not fometimes fecretly employ another 
perfon to intercede for the tranfgreffor ? Nay, is it not com- 
mon among men, that, for the reconciliation of a creditor 
to a debtor, a third perfon interpofes, and pays the debt, as 
the only mean of .obtaining deliverance for the latter 
from the rigour of law? If this be done voluntarily, would 
any one charge the creditor with myuftice? Our author, 
with confiderable art, confines the comparifon to the con- 
duct of a parent. One in this relation, indeed, is generally 
apt to err on the fide of indulgence. But when a very 
heinous offence is committed by a child againft a parent, 
the filial tie, inftead of being an excufe, is juftly confidcred 
as a great aggravation. 

Perhaps it may be faid, that “ even fuppofing the necef- 
Sty of infinite fatisfattion, there 1s no ufe for the dottrine 
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of a plurality of perfons; becaufe, it being granted that 
the Son, in making atonement, {fatisfied his own juftice as 
God, as well as that of the F ather, all this might have been 
as well done by one perfon. It is indeed -true, that the 
Son fatisfied his own juftice, but not immediately. The 
atonement was properly directed to God eflentially conii- 


dered in the perfon of the Father, ceconomically ating as 
the Fudge of all: whereas the fecond Perion is to be view- 


ed immediately in this tranfaction, as emptying himfelf, and 
fuftaining the form of a servant. This idea is far more 
confiftent with the dignity, order and beauty of the divine © 
operations, than if it were fuppofed that one perfon acted 
as judge and furety, as both inflicting and bearing the punifh- 
ment. The Dottor will not refufe, that, according to all 
juft ideas of human government, the ftate is the fovereign 
and judge, and that the tranfgreffor is amenable to the 
whole. Yet for the purpofes of order and dignity, foctety 
voluntarily vefts its powers in one or more individuals. 
Thus although the tranfgreffor, in atoning for his crime, 
may be faid to make fatisfaction to himfelf, in as far as he 
is a member of the {ftate; this fatisfaction is more imme- 
diately directed to others, who are the reprefentatives of 
the whole. 

It is alfo more confonant to our ideas of divine propriety, 


that, on the fuppofition of a gracious purpofe to redeem loft 
man by an infinite price, the glory of the Godhead fhould 
be obfcured, as to its difplay, in one perfon only, than that 
it fhould be thus obfcured in the whole extent of its fub- 
fiftence. 

Thofe who affert that there is but one perfon in God, of 
confequence deny the mz/fon-ot a divine Perfon, It 1s faid, 
that one divine perfon can accomplifh all that is fuppofed 
to be included in this work? But even among men, when a 


fovereign treats with rebels, he juftly reckons it more confi- 
ftent 
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ftent with his dignity'to employ an ambaflador ; while, at the 
fame time, he generally demonftrates the ferioufnels of his 
intentions, and the regard he has for his ungrateful fubyects, 
by employing one of diftinguifhed rank. And furely the 
dignity of God the ‘fudge of allis more conf{picuous in his 
employing a meflenger, while his love is eminently dif- 
played in the effential greatnefs of the Perfon fent. The 
Lord of the vineyard faid, They well reverence my Son. 
God hath fpoken unto us—by the Son. As it is moft con- 
fiftent with the glory of God, that he fhould employ a 
Meflenger, we cannot form an, idea of any plan that has 
fuch a tendency to affect the minds of men with a fenfe of 
the importance of the gofpel-meffage, as its being delivered 


by him who 1s the fellow of the Lord of hofts. 
While it was the will of God to illuftrate the greatnefs of 


our falvation by the-very manner of its revelation, the infi- 
‘nite diftance of man required that it fhould be revealed in 
{uch a way as not to overwhelm him with terror. The hitto- 
ry of the awful tranfaction at Mount Sinai affords a decifive 
proof, that God, as preferving his own majefty, could not 
deal with man without a Mediator. Mofes was indeed ad- 
mitted. to this high office. But 1t muft be evident to any 
impartial mind, that 1t could be only in a typical refpect. 
For his diftance from God was as great as that.of thofe 
very perfons for whom he atted. Befides, God fuffered 
him to difcover his unfitnefs for the proper difcharge of 
this office in different ways. For Mofes himfelf was afraid 
at the awful difplay of divine glory. He fard, I exceeding- 
ly fear and quake, Heb. xu. 21. He alfo /pake unadutfedly 
with his lips, and in his anger {mote the rock, inftead of 
merely {peaking to it, as God had commanded, Num xx. 
10, 11. It being, therefore, the pleafure of God to reveal 


himfelt mediately, and at the fame time with becoming 


majefty ; and no creature being fit to ftand between him 
3 and 
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and finners, ıt was only by one partaking of the divine na- 
ture that he could make himfelf known. It was only by 
this perfon fuftaining the character of a Mediator,-that fin. 
ners could have hope. Whatever Dr P. may find, even 
the perfec? and upright Job found the want of fuch a glo- 
rious perfon. Therefore, under a fenfe of fin, of the in- 
efficacy of all his own dvties to make atonement, and of 
the impoflibility of ftanding before his judge, he cries out: 
I am afraid of all my forrows, I know that thou wilt not 
bold me innocent.—IlIf I wafh myfelf with fuow-water, and 
make my bands never fo clean; yet fhalt thou plunge me in 
the ditch, and mine own clothes fhall abhor me. For he is 
not a man as I am, that I fhould anfwer him, and we fhould 
come together in judgment, Neither is there any daysman * 
betwixt us, that might lay his hand upon us both, Job ix. 
23.— 33. 

Thofe who acknowledge one perfon only, reject that 
wonderful Jadder, fet on the earth, the top of which reaches 
to heaven, Gen. xxvill. 12. We can form no juft idea of 
a way into the holieft of all, but through one who effential- 
ly is the Moft Holy. It is neceflary that this fhould be 
a diftinét Perfon from him to whom he is our way. Ac- 
cordingly, God the Son reveals himfelf in this character : 
Lam the Way,—no man cometh unto the Father but by me. 
That our neceffities might alfo be completely fupplied, 
while the majefty of the Judge is ftill preferved, we have 
another divine Perfon as our guide. Therefore, faith our 
Lord; When he the Spirit of truth ts come, he will guide you 
into all truth, John xvi. 13. 

Had God revealed himfelf .in fuch majefty as at Mount 
Sinal, the. revelation would have been loft to finful men. 
‘Had he only manifefted himfelf,-as Jefus did on the mount 
of 


* The fame word, wecirng, is here ufed-by the Seventy, which, in the 
New Testament, denotes the one Mediator. 
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of transfiguration; the fenfes of the hearers would have 
been overpowered. Had God, confidered according to the 
Socinian fcheme as one perfon only, revealed himfelf fo as 
to veil his glory, unbelieving creatures, having no attefta- 
tion but his own, would have objected to it, as the Jews 
did when our Lord bore witnefs of himfelf. But we are 
fupplied with a ftriking proof that we do not follow cun- 
aingly deuifed fables, becaufe the- divine perfon who ap- 
peared in an humble ftate on earth, was folemnly attefted 
by the voice of another divine perfon from the excellent 
glory, which teftimony was heard and declared by unex- 
ceptionable witnefles. 

The Doétor can fee nothing that is afcribed to the third 
Perfon, for which the firft was not fufhcient. But it is 
more congruons to the dignity of God, that one in the 
character of a Meflenger fhould /frzve with guilty and re- 
bellious man, than that this fhould be done by him who 
Juftains the character of Judge. It was at the fame time 
neceflary that he, to whom this work was affigned, {fhould 
be able to conyince, to illuminate, and to renew the fin- 
ner. 

According to the orthodox fyftem, the perfection of the 
work of redemption, as to pufchafe, has the greateft atte- 
{tation poflible ; not merely from the infinite veracity of 
the teftimony, but becaufe it is confirmed by various wit- 
neffes, who. perfectly agree in their evidence. Is at faid, 
that the word of one divine perfon is as- good as that of 
three? It is, indeed, in itfelf. In the fame manner may 
it be faid, that the word of God is as good as his oath, But 
in condefcenfion to human weaknefs, and to filence our un- 
belief, God hath graciouflly confirmed his promife by an 
gath, that we might have a ‘ftrong confolation, Heb. vi. 17, 
13. From the fame gracious motive, he hath given us a 
threefold teftimony. . The great matter of our redemption 
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is eftablifbed in the mouth, not of two only, but of three wit- 
néfjes. To the manner of confirming a fact among: men 
the Spirit of infpiration feems to allude, when it is faid, 


There are three that bear record in heaven. If we receive 
the witnefs of men, the witnefs of God is greater, 1 John 
V. 7. Q. 

Befides, there could be no vindication of the effential 
dignity of the “Son, as unimpaired by his miffion and vo- 
luntary humiliation, equal to that of his having authority 
to fend another divine perfon, who had never humbled 
himfelf in this manner. The Son, continuing to act in an 
affumed character of inferiority, could not fend the Father, 
he being ftill foederally confidered as judge. But thofe who 
believe tn the Holy Trinity can admire the wifdom of the 
divine plan, in -his fending the third-Perfon. Indeed, the 
great falvation, viewed in its neceflary connexion with the 
doctrine of the Trinity, appears in ‘a far more Clear and 
glorious manner, than it could otherwifethave done. Its 
various parts are far more diftin@ly difcerned, than if we 
fhould fuppofe them all to have been accomplifhed by one 
perfon. The afcription of the plan and purpo/e to the Fa- 
ther arrefts the mind in the contemplation of that infinite 
wifdom difplayed in this work ; of the great obftacles which 
were in the way, efpecially the holinefs and juftice of God, 
as well as his faithfulnefs in the threatening; and of his 
adorable fovereignty, in laying hold of our nature, while 
that of Angels was pafled by. While the purcha/e is af- 
cribed to the fecond Perfon, we are called to confider the 
infinite diftance that was between him and thé!accomplith- 
ment of his work, the unfpeakable’condeféenfion that was 
neceflary, the greatnefs of the evil of fin, for which nothing 
could atone but the fuffering of an -infinite perfon, and the 
tremenduous nature of divine- wrath.2f'The" afe cription of 


the application of redemption to the Holy Spirit} ‘wouder- 
fully 
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fully tends to affect the mind with a fenfe of that death in 
trefpaffes, and in fins, to which we are fubjected ; as it 1s not 
enough that a divine Perfon {fhould purchafe redemption, 
but a perfon of equal dignity muít alfo apply it to our 
fouls, in the illumination of the darkened underftanding, 
the conviction of the obdurate confcience, the inclination 
of the rebellious will, and the fan¢hification of the carnal 
affections. 

The plan of redemption, as the work of a Trinity of 
co-equal Perfons, gives us the moft aftonifhing views of 
divine love. It points out the Father as eternally and 1n- 
finitely delighting in the fecond Perfon, not only as the 
Son, but as the Surety of loft man; as eternally and in- 
finitely exprefling his love to us in the expreflions of his 
love to our glorious Mediator. This is the account given 


by perfonal Wifdom : The Lord poffeffed me in the beginning 
of his way, before his works of old. L was fet up from ever- 


lafting, from the beginning, or ever the earth was.—When 
be prepared the heavens,—then I was by him, as one brought 
up with him: and Iwas daily his delight, Prov. vil. 22. We. 
Both Father and Son are viewed as, in a foederal refpect, 
hoiding an eternal and ineffable communion of ‘love with 
the Holy Spirit, who cheerfully engaged, for the comple- 
tion of the divine purpofe, to be fent by both, to condeicend 
to ftrive with man, to dwell in him as the Spirit of holi- 
nefs, and to reftore that image which fhould be defaced by 
fin. 

Hence alfo we perceive the fecurity of our falvation ; 
becaufe the New Covenant is made; not like that of 
Works, between God and a mutable creature, but between 
divine Perfons equally unchangeable. We may therefoie 


be affured that nothing /hall be able to Jeparate us from tle 
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love of Ged which is in Chrift Fefus our Lord, and that his 
Spirit fhall not depart trom us. Thofe who deny a Trinity, 
are fo far confiftent as to refufe that the falvation, which 
they expect, is az everlafting falvation. As they deny that 
the Meffiah is JEHOVAH, they difavow any confidence in 
that everlafting righteoufne/s which he hath brought in. 
As they difbelieve that the counfel of peace was between 
JEHOVAH and the Man whofe name 1s the Branch, they trutt 
in a covenant, which, according ‘to their own confeffion, 
may be, and often is, broken. 

I may add, that this doctrine difcovers the wzty of the 
divine effence in a far more ftriking light than that of one 


perfon only. Mere numerical unity does not give us the 
higheit idea of perfection. For this unity may exilt, where 
there is the greateft diforder in the fubje&t. But when 
many perfections, as we {peak of them, although apparently 
oppofed in their claims and operations, meet together and 
embrace each other, 1n one eflence; we have a far more 
exalted idea of unity. If all thefe perfechons exift in di- 
{tinct perfons, in a ftate of infinite harmony, notwithftand- 
ing diftinct perfonal operations; we have the moft perfect 
idea of unity that the mind can conceive. Its perfection is 
tried by the peculiar operations of thefe perfons, and dif- 
played by the abfolute harmony which 1s the refult of the 
whole. 

But although we could difcern no other w/e of the doc- 
trine of the Trinity, but that of exercifing fazth, it would 
be fufficient. This is a power communicated to man, for 
the exprefs purpofe of afluring him of the truth of things 


that are beyond his reach, which he has not feen, or cannot 
fee. For faith is the demonftration of things not feen, Heb. 
xi. 1. We are fometimes, in an improper fenfe, faid to 


believe what we have feen. We alfo fpeak of believing 
certain 
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certain truths, which are conclufions from facts fubmitted 
to our fenfes, or in confequence of a procefs of reafoning. 
But this is not properly called fazth, but knowledge. Faith 
is properly a relative term; and its correlate is Teffzmony. 
Do we not conclude that many things exift in nature, be- 
caufe we have undeniable evidence; although we cannot 
underftand ow they exit? And do we not owe as much 
honour to a divine teftimony, as to the teftimony of our 
{fenfes, or the refult of our fallible reafonings ? When Abra- 
ham delieved a promile againft hope, did he not a& as zrra- 
tionally, as he who believes a doétrine above reafon? Was 
not every thought brought into captivity, in the one cafe, as 
much as 1s fuppofed in the other ? However much the con- 
duct of Abraham 1s extolled in Scripture, he certainly paid 
as little regard to reafon, in believing that God had com- 
manded him to facrifice his fon Ifaac, as he can do, who 
believes that God /pared not his own Son. 

Such a faith has the moft certain and extenfive influence 
as to morality. The latter, certainly, in a fpecial manner, 
includes /elf-denzal ; although this, as far as it implies that 
we are zot to lean to our own underftanding, cannot be rec- 
koned one of the cardinal virtues of Socinians. When 
Agur confidered that he could zot tell the name of God, or 
his Son’s name, he was convinced that he dad neither learned 
wifdom, nor had the knowledge of the holy, Prov. xxx. 3, 4- 
When God revealed himfelf to Job, as incomprehenfible in 
his nature and operations, he confefled that he had uttered 


things that he underftood not, thirigs too wonderful for him, 
which he knew not; wherefore he abhorred himfelf, and re- 
pented in duft and afbes, Job xlii. 3—6. When Ifaiah faw 
the glory of Chrift, as a prelude of his incarnation, he cried 
out; Wo is me,—for I am a man of unclean lips ! Ifa. vi. 


1—5. John xil. 41. 
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Such a faith naturally fills the mind with greater reve- 
rence of the incomprehenfible majefty of God. Even Se- 
raphs cover their faces with their wings, when they pro- 
claim the thrice holy Lord God Almighty, Ifa. vi. 2, 3. 
Wonder is another exercife of the mind, which properly re- 


{pects what we do not fully comprehend. According to .. 


the frame of our fouls, it tends greatly to infpire, and to 
preferve veneration. We generally find that what is tho- 
roughly known, although other circumftances be equal, 
commands lefs refpe&t than what is greatly unknown. Ad- 
miration, as it regards God, is an act of worfhip, fucceed- 
ing faith in an incomprehentible object. But there is no 
room for this, in the Sociman fyftem. it leaves nothing 
in the Saviour, that can entitle him to the name of Won- 


derful. But notwithftanding, he /ball be admired wn all 


them that believe. 
It muft be allowed that one great mean of attaining pers 


fection is the contemplation of the perfections of God. 


And furely, that doctrine has the greateft influence on 
morals, which exhibits thefe in the moft ftriking light. 
That the doctrine of a Three-one God, acting as our Re- 
deemer, has this effect, we have already feen. 

„No confideration can fo powerfully recommend unity, 
fave, humility, and difintergfted benevolence, as the example 
of a divine Perfon humbling himfelf for our fakes. There- 
fore faith the Apoftle’Paul, Fuji! ye my joy, that ye be 
like minded, having the Jame love, being of one accord, of one 
mind. Let nothing be done through firife or vain glory, but 
zt Lowlinefs of mind let each efteem other better than them- 
felves. Look not every man on his own things, but every man 
alfo on the things of others. Let this mind be in you, which 


was alfo in Chrift Fefus: who being’ in the form of God, 
thought it not robbery to be equal with God: but made bim- 


Jef 
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Self of no reputation, c. Phil. i1. 2—}. Can any argu- 
ment more powerfully recommend forbearance towards 
weak brethren. Even Chrift pleafed not himfelf, Rom. xv. 3. 
Throw afide the idea of his divinity, and you lofe the 
whole force of the argument; nay, you make it the lan- 
guage of folly. ‘* Jefus had more truft than any other 
“ fervant ever had; therefore, more obligation to fidelity: 
“ and yet he was not unfaithful to his mafter.” What 
follows from this? That the more obligation a man is un- 
der to another, it is the more furprifing that he fhould pre- 
fer the pleafure of his benefactor to his own. <“ If even 
“« Jefus, a mere creature, pleafed not himfelf, but one who 
“ was infinitely /uperzor to him ; much more ought ye to 
“ pleafe your eguals rather than yourfelves.” 

Is Jove the fulfilling of the law ? Surely, no reprefenta- 
tion can be given of the love of God, that can have fo 
conftraining an influence on our hearts, as that of his giving 
his own Son. Suppofe Jefus to be the moft holy man that 
ever lived, given to mankind-finners merely to fet them 
an example; what a poor idea does this give us of divine 
goodnefs, compared with that of giving a Son, equal with 
himfelf, to die for our fins? Herezn is love,—that—he Jent 
his Son to be the propitzation for our fins, 1 John iv. to. 
Can any argument fo powerfully incite to brotherly love, 
as that of a divine Perfon cheerfully giving himfelf for us, 
as an offering and a facrifice ? Hereby percerve we the love 


of God, becaufe he laid down his life for us: and we ought 
to lay down our lives for the brethren, chap. 1.16. The 
doctrine of a Trinity in unity, 1s a moft cogent motive to 
unity among brethren, and fhews in what the true perfec- 


tion of a church confits. How ought it to influence Chri- 
{tians to endeavour to have but ome beart, and one foul, 


when they know that the adorable Perfons, notwithitand- 
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ing a peculiarity of operation, have eternally manifefted 
but one will in the work of falvation. That this ought to 
have the force of an example with us, 1s evident from the 
interceflory prayer of our Saviour being recorded for the 
ufe of the church :—That they all may be one, as thou, 
Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they alfo may be one in 
us ——that they may be one, even as we are one, I in them, 
and thou in me, that they may be made perfect in oné, John 
XVI. 21. 23. 

Obedience to the holy law could never be recommended 
by that of a mere man, as much fubjected to its authority 
as others. But what a ftriking view have we of the 
dignity of this law, when we confider that Jefus, although 
be were a Son, fo as to be above the law, yet learned obe- 


dirence. 
Nothing can have fuch a tendency to illuftrate the guilt 


and mifery of fallen man, to awaken attention to the 
great concerns of falvation, and to recommend that holi- 
nels, wethout which no man fhall fee the Lord, as a full per- 
fuafion, not only that the price of our redemption 1s paid 
by a divine Perfon, but that it is the {pecial work of an- 
other Perfon, equally divine, to convznce us of Jin, of rigb- 
teoufnefs, and of judgment. Í 
Although Dr P. cannot fee that the Doctrine of the 
Trinity is of any w/c, or _— there is “ any one purpofe in 
“ morals that requires it,’ an inf{fpired Apoftle confidered 
the ftedfaft acknowledgment of this myitery, not merely 
as a fource of comfort and union, but as the very ezd of all 
that comfort and union which the church could attain, of all 
that love which is the fum and perfection of morahty.— 
I would that ye knew, he fays, what great confli& I bave for 
pou, and for them at Laodicea, and for as many as have not 


feer 
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Jeen my face in the fle/b: that their hearts might be com- 
forted, being knit together in love, and unto all riches of the 
full affurance of underftanding, TO THE ACKNOWLEDG- 


MENT of the myftery of God, and of the Father, and of 
Chrift; in whom, or in which mpftery, are hid all the trea- 


fures of wifdom and knowledge, Col. ii. 1, 2, 3. 


END OF THE FIRST VOLUME. 


